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Affective Curriculum Model into a Diverse, Summer Program for Talented Youth: A 




In this study, I used Design-Based Research (DBR), as a methodological framework, to 
guide the development and implementation of the GERI Affective Model into a diverse, 
university-based, summer enrichment residential program for talented youth. The 
purposes of this study were to build an evidence-based affective intervention, to explore 
how participation in the affective curriculum influenced high-ability students' social and 
emotional development and to use the results to refine the GERI Affective Model before 
dissemination. This research included two phases, an initial design phase in 2012 to 2013 
and an outcome study in 2014. In the initial design phase, I designed the prototype of the 
Model, collected field notes to document what need to change in 2012, and used the notes 
with the program evaluation data in 2012 to revise the Model. I re-implemented it in 2013. 
The results, from the student surveys in 2013 (n =377, almost 100%) supported that the 
GERI Affective Model in 2013 was robust. In 2014, I re-implemented the similar Model 
in 2013and investigated outcomes. The participants of the outcome study were the 
professional trainer (n =1), discussion group facilitators (n = 24), and high-ability 









I used video recording, observations, and interviews to collect data. The results suggested 
that all four elements of the Model, including training, the format of the small-group 
meetings, monitoring and support components, and the topics, were needed for an 
effective intervention. In addition, feedback from high-ability students was 
overwhelming positive (n = 93, 92%), with the exception of eight students (8%) who 
reported negative feedback based on the different reasons.  High-ability students reported 
that they benefited from the affective curriculum in three ways: (a) the discussions 
influenced their interaction with their group members positively; (b) they learned 
something through the discussions; and (c) the group discussion experience enriched their 
program experience. Among these student participants, an analysis of interviews with 24 
returning Native American students from three tributes (i.e., Diné, Ojibwe, and Lakota) 
found 68% of them mentioned that they had changed their behaviors during the past year 
because of their participation in small-group discussions the previous summer. The 
changed behaviors mentioned most by these students, across the three tribes, were 
stronger self-confidence and being more open to people. Additionally, the camp 
counselors who served as the group facilitators reported positive experiences leading the 
group discussions and stated they got to know their high-ability students better and that 
the GERI Affective Model influenced the program climate positively. These camp 
counselors were able to use what they had learned in the training and debriefing meetings 
in combination with their own strengths to facilitate their groups effectively. Finally, the 
summer enrichment residential program, as a context, and the GERI Affective Model, as 
a designed intervention, reciprocally influenced each other. Since cultural diversity was 









study, cultural diversity was largely a positive factor that enriched the discussion 
although, sometimes, the language barrier was challenging. In general, the findings 
demonstrated that the planned affective intervention, i.e. the GERI Affective Model with 
four elements (i.e., training, format of the small-group meetings, monitoring and support 
components), benefitted the high-ability students who participated in program that was 
studied and that this type of affective intervention has potential for implementation in 







CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to introduce this study. I explain the rationale and 
what motivated me to conduct this study, using theories and research to support my 
statements. Additionally, I briefly introduce my methodology and explain why it is 
appropriate for this study.  
1.2 Social and Emotional Concerns of High-Ability Students 
Although there is no clear evidence to suggest that high-ability students are any 
more or less emotionally resilient than their similarly-aged peers, scholars have 
advocated for the need to specifically address the social and emotional development of 
high-ability students (see Neihart, Reis, Robinson, & Moon, 2002; Silverman, 2012). The 
first reason for educators and counselors to pay special attention to this need is the 
advanced cognitive development of high-ability students and their high levels of intensity 
and sensitivity (Mendaglio, 2007; O’Conner, 2002). Asynchronous development is used 
to describe the uneven development between mental age (intellectual ability) and 
chronological age (physical and emotional abilities) among gifted students (Silverman, 
2012). Asynchronous development is significant because “it illuminates a qualitative 
difference in awareness and intensity of experience…The gifted not only think differently 







students with multipotentiality may find it difficult to make decisions about a college 
major and a career (Corwith & Olszewski-Kubilius, 2012; Greene, 2002). Also, because 
of their precocity, their need to receive career advice may develop earlier than that of 
regular students (Moon, 2002).  
Second, Moon (2002) indicated that, for high-ability students from minority 
backgrounds, it is important to pay attention to their self-identity issues. Previous 
researchers have indicated that the values of the mainstream culture may differ from 
those of other cultures (DeVries & Golon, 2011; Peterson,1999). Additionally, when 
personal identity is established at the secondary level, high-ability students are influenced 
by the homogenous academic group and their ethnic/racial group (Worrell, 2012). Thus, 
it is crucial to recognize the influence of culture and family/personal values when 
educators and counselors work with high-ability students. Ogbu and Simos (1998) argued 
that high-ability students from culturally diversity backgrounds or low-income families 
benefit greatly from the presence of a role model who allows them to connect. Third, 
advanced ability is an asset that can serve as a protective factor for gifted learners in 
adverse environments. Previous studies have indicated that resilience is a characteristic of 
some gifted learners (e.g., Bland, & Sowa, 1994; Hébert, 2011; Peterson, 1997). The 
early development of their cognitive system may help high-ability students cope with 
stressors. In a 3-year longitudinal study in a diverse urban high school, Reis, Colbert, and 
Hébert (2004) found that, besides personal characteristics, support systems and nurturing 
environments were protective factors for high achievers. 
Fourth, from the perspectives of talent development and the gifted student as a 







needs of gifted students can also use strength-based, growth-focused, and proactive 
approaches (e.g., Dai & Speerschneider, 2012; Jen, 2014; Moon & Ray, 2006; Peterson, 
2003, 2015). The focus of these approaches is not to fix a problem. Instead, these 
approaches focus on individuals’ optimal development, such as overcoming a 
disadvantaged environment, finding a career path, and facilitating psychological well-
being. In sum, although high-ability students are not especially vulnerable in their social 
and emotional development, how they experience social and emotional development 
might be qualitatively different from the development of their less-able age peers because 
of their advanced cognitive development (Peterson, 2003). Providing opportunities for 
high-ability students to discuss their social concerns (e.g., family and personal values, 
peer relationships) and strategies to make efficient use of their abilities (e.g., time 
management skills, planning skills) may help them overcome challenges, optimize their 
talents, and develop well. 
Scholars have suggested that when educators provide educational services to 
address social and emotional issues, they should have a rationale and be creative in their 
component design (see VanTassel-Baska, Cross, & Olenchak, 2009). Several approaches 
have been discussed such as one-on-one consulting, a guidance curriculum with a variety 
of topics, study of biographies, panel discussions, and small-group discussions. Based on 
the belief that students often learn best from each other, small group discussions with 
similarly aged and ability peers have been used to focus on preventing problems and help 
students develop positively in school counseling for regular students (Enford, 2010). 
Peterson, Betts, and Bradley (2009) argued that through sharing their concerns about 







and different. In their previous studies, they found that gifted students found common 
ground in small groups, developed expressive language, felt heard, and talked about 
topics they otherwise would have had little opportunity to discuss in class (Peterson et al., 
2009; Peterson & Lorimer, 2011). Additionally, Peterson and Lorimer (2012) found that 
teachers without formal training in counseling could develop group leadership skills 
through workshops and could lead small groups effectively. They explained that although 
the training was rather rudimentary, it focused on providing parameters, language, and 
even questions to help non-counselor group facilitators feel confident. However, although 
small-group discussions were also classified as one effective approach that helped high-
ability students in their social and emotional development, a search of the literature 
revealed only a few empirical studies that focused on the influences of affective 
interventions in gifted education. 
1.3 Meeting Social and Emotional Needs in Summer Enrichment Programs 
The types of social and emotional services that high-ability students can receive in 
university-based summer enrichment programs warrant further examination as well. 
Historically, the university-based summer enrichment program has been one of the most 
important gifted education services (Robinson, Shore, & Enersen, 2007). The academic 
and affective benefits for gifted students who participate in summer enrichment programs 
by taking challenging courses and interacting with intellectual peers are well-documented 
(e.g., Matthews & McBee, 2007; Olszewski-Kubilius, 2003; Rinn, 2006; see Robinson et 
al., 2007, for a review). However, although social and emotional benefits are assumed by 
scholars and educators, few summer enrichment programs specifically address social and 







address students’ affective needs (Lee, Olszewski-Kubilius, Makel, & Putallaz, 2015; 
Peterson, 2013). For instance, Peterson investigated the perceptions of school counselors 
regarding their experience of facilitating small-group discussions with pre-K to fourth 
high-ability students from low-income backgrounds in a summer enrichment program. 
She found school counselors learned more about the characteristics of gifted students 
than they had expected before joining the project. The findings of her study helped 
demonstrate the importance of incorporating guidance components of social and 
emotional development into a summer program and can be viewed as an example of 
implementing small-group affective curriculum in summer programs for younger high-
ability students.  
Many broad issues still remain to be answered. For example, what particular 
component can benefit students' social and emotional development, and in which way? 
What kinds of challenges do the summer program coordinators and staff members face if 
they implement an affective curriculum, and how will they address these challenges 
adequately? If small-group discussion is one kind of effective affective intervention, what 
kind of small- group discussion topics best meet the needs of high-ability students in 
middle through high school? Additionally, how do high-ability students, especially those 
from different cultural backgrounds, perceive their experiences with small-group 
affective curriculum? Answering these questions is important for three reasons. First, 
many high-ability students participate in summer programs every year, and these 
programs have become an important avenue for them to develop their talents. Thus, from 
the perspective of the “whole child,” educators need to think about how to put guidance 







emotionally, especially considering that schools often fail to sufficiently address these 
needs (Wood, 2010). Second, although previous scholars claimed that small-group 
discussions are an effective way to help gifted students develop their social and 
emotional side, only a few studies have investigated how to implement such discussions 
effectively or how small-group affective curriculum influences students (e.g., Peterson, 
2013), and no researchers have studied what would happen if such a curriculum was 
incorporated into summer residential enrichment programs. Third, considering the 
contemporary economic climate, these summer programs face certain budget challenges 
as they continue offering high quality services. Evaluating a model in a real context can 
provide comprehensive information for administrators in making decisions.  
1.4 Design-Based Research in Gifted Education 
Besides the need for understanding if small-group affective curriculum can 
address high-ability students’ social and emotional needs effectively, Design-Based 
Research (DBR), as the new methodological framework, is used in this study and also 
advocated in the field of gifted education (Jen, Moon, & Samarapungavan, 2015). DBR 
was first proposed by Brown (1992), then promoted by a group of researchers who 
started to advocate for it and give it more clear definition (Design-Based Research 
Collective, 2003). Recently, Anderson and Shattuck (2012) reviewed the development of 
DBR and summarized the characteristics of DBR as: (a) being situated in a real 
educational context, (b) focusing on the design and testing of a significant intervention, (c) 
using mixed methods, (d) involving multiple adjustments of mistakes that are made in the 
process, (e) involving a collaborative partnership between researchers and practitioners, 







and (h) having practical implications for practice. Dai and Chen (2013) argued that the 
field of gifted education needs more DBR for a fundamental understanding of the process, 
goals, and context so that educators can answer questions such as how an intervention is 
made effective, and for what outcome? What are the trade-offs in achieving its valued 
goals? And what constraints should be satisfied for its success? More process-oriented, 
context-sensitive research as in the current study in the field of gifted education can help 
researchers and educators understand how a practical model works rather than merely 
whether it works. Answering how helps researchers and educators to replicate an 
effective model in different contexts because they know the rationales related to the 
decision-making in the model. 
In this study, I used Design Based Research (DBR) methodological framework to 
study the development and implementation of a GERI Affective Model, an affective 
curriculum model with small-group format, in one particular summer program, with an 
emphasis on the influences of the curriculum model on participating students and camp 
counselors as the group facilitators. I addressed the general research gap related to 
implementing a small-group affective curriculum for high-ability students. I studied 
young-adults who were hired as the dormitory life camp counselors and who were trained 
to facilitate the small-group discussions. These group facilitators had not had professional 
training in counseling prior to starting the program and they all live in the residence halls 
with the students during the residential program. The topics of the affective curriculum 
included self-exploration, career exploration, and social and emotional development, with 







1.5 Purposes of the Study 
The purposes of this study are to introduce and document the process of 
developing the GERI Affective Model using DBR and to explore how group facilitators 
and high-ability students experienced this model. The four purposes of this study were to:  
1. Develop the GERI Affective Model, an empirically-based proactive, development-
oriented affective curriculum model, for a summer residential enrichment program 
for high-ability students (i.e., GERI Affective Model). The particular form in this 
context was small-group affective curriculum based on the Proactive Developmental 
Attention Model (PDA Model). 
2. Explore group facilitators’ perceptions of the GERI Affective Model. 
3. Explore high-ability students’ experiences with the affective curriculum, focusing on 
feedback from the various cultural groups involved in the program. 







CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Introduction 
Giving attention to the social and emotional development of gifted students and to 
the affective interventions used to address their needs in the field of gifted education is 
not new. However, only a few empirical studies of social and emotional intervention exist 
in the field of gifted education. In this study, I adapted Design-Based Research (DBR), a 
new methodological framework (Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; Jen et al., 
2015), to investigate the results of implementing the GERI Affective Model into a diverse 
university-based summer residential enrichment program for gifted, creative, and talented 
youth. Thus, it is important to understand the research on social and emotional 
intervention studies for high-ability students, how the theoretical framework influenced 
the current model design, the reasons why I adapted the DBR, and the research on 
summer enrichment programs, which was the context of this study.  
2.2 Social and Emotional Intervention Studies for High-Ability Students 
The interest in providing planned affective intervention particularly to cultivate 
the social and emotional well being of high-ability youth can be traced back to the 1980s 
although before 1980s, several researchers have noticed the unique social and emotional 
needs of gifted individuals (Colangelo & Wood, 2015).Webb, Meckstroth, and Tolan's 









and Neihart (1985) clearly illustrated how to design affective group activities to enhance 
different aspects of the social and emotional development of the gifted and talented 
youths. In the 1980s, a group of professional helpers started a non-profit organization, 
Supporting Emotional Needs of Gifted Children (SENG) (SENG, 2012). Through the 
years, the SENG advocated for the gifted children and their family and urgent people to 
pay attention to the unique social and emotional needs of gifted students and to develop 
appropriate attitude to their educational concerns, and peer and family relationship 
(SENG, 2012) . In 2002, a book, The Social and Emotional Development of Gifted 
Children: What do we Know, was published National Association of Gifted Children 
[NAGC] (Neihart et al., 2002). This book included the social and emotional 
characteristics, psychological responses, special populations, and promising practices and 
interventions. It was one of the most comprehensive books that addressed the social and 
emotional issues in the gifted population. In 2009, building on the earlier work, a group 
of scholars who cared about the social and emotional development of gifted students 
found that there was a need for providing more holistic resources to educators and 
counselors to help them conduct appropriate and effective social and emotional 
interventions for gifted and talented youth (Van-Tassel-Baska, Cross, & Olenchak, 2009). 
The mission statement of their introduction revealed why educators need to provide 
affective interventions: “This volume attempts to provide intervention approaches in 
response to those needs and suggest healthy responses to the problem and issues gifted 
students face in school and home setting.” (Van-Tassel-Baska et al., 2009, p.3). 









systematically discussed (e.g., biography, guidance curriculum, visual arts, and 
discussion groups).  
These experts in different approaches used their own articles and books to serve 
as references for those educators or counselors who are specifically interested in any of 
these intervention approaches. For instance, Hébert (2011) provided example biographies 
and elaborated on how to use them to demonstrate how to guide gifted students to self-
understanding through literature and to help gifted students connect with role models in 
his own book, Understanding the Social and Emotional Lives of Gifted Students. 
Peterson’s (2008) book, Essential Guide for Talking with Gifted Teens, is another 
example. She offered a list of topics that addressed the social and emotional concerns of 
gifted students based on her own clinical experiences. In her book, Peterson provided a 
short explanation of each topic and semi-structured worksheets that can be used directly 
to help educators lead small group discussions to help gifted students express their 
feelings. Van-Tassel-Baska, McIntosh, and Kearney (2014) asserted that the Integrated 
Curriculum Model (ICM) can serve as a framework for affective guidance curriculum for 
secondary gifted learners. They demonstrated how to set objectives for each lesson, 
design activities and assess the outcomes by following the dimensions of ICM. However, 
even though these scholars have recognized the importance of providing affective 
curriculum and recommended a variety of intervention approaches, the affective 
interventions still seem to be neglected in the field (Peterson, 2015; Van-Tassel-Baska et 
al., 2015). Peterson (2015) argued that the test-oriented instruction and these myths about 









emotional needs can limit the time and efforts educators spend addressing affective needs 
of gifted students (Moon, 2009; Peterson, 2009).  
Moon (2009) identified two types of affective services that can be used to 
promote affective development: direct instruction (e.g., curricula and group counseling) 
and indirect components, including all activities that facilitate gifted students’ positive 
development from social and emotional aspects. A search of literature from 1984 to 2014 
found only limited research examining outcomes when educators or school professionals 
conducted an affective intervention to help high ability students develop their social and 
emotional well-being. Some of these articles only provide practitioners’ personal 
teaching experiences with reflection and suggestions that come from the experiences (e.g., 
Abellan-Pagnani & Hébert, 2013). Some of these articles were grounded in theory and 
introduced a model (e.g., Frank & McBee, 2003; Maree, 1999; Rosselet & Stauffer, 
2013). Only a few empirical studies evaluated the effectiveness of affective intervention 
in the field of gifted education with the justifiable data published alongside them (e.g., 
Kerr, 1986; Ciechalski & Schmidt, 1995; Clark & Dixon, 1997). The purpose of this 
literature review is to discuss these empirical studies of direct instruction in promoting 
healthy social and emotional development of high-ability students with evidence-data to 
support their conclusions. I review the research on the affective intervention as proactive, 
prevention-oriented and developmental, including but limited to the counseling model, 










2.2.1 The Need for Affective Intervention for Gifted and Talented Youth 
There are conflicting opinions and evidence about the social and emotional 
development of gifted and talented youth, including the challenges and differences they 
may face when compared to other youth (Cross, Cassady, Dixon, & Adams, 2008; Jen, 
2014; Martin, Burns, & Schonlau, 2010; Mendaglio & Peterson, 2007; Neihart, Reis, 
Robinson, & Moon, 2002; Wiley & Hébert, 2014). Issues related to the definition of 
giftedness and well-being, research participants, research and emotional development of 
gifted methods, and the kinds of personal training researchers had (e.g., researcher 
background or clinical background) all have influenced their choices of research topic 
and the perspectives used to interpret the complexity of social development. For instance, 
Martin, Burns, and Schonlau (2010) found 9 quantitative studies related to mental 
disorders among gifted and non-gifted youth from 1983-2008 and then grouped them by 
the foci of study (e.g., depression, bipolar disorder and anxiety) and conducted a meta-
analysis. Martin et al. (2010) suggested that gifted youth exhibit significantly lower levels 
of anxiety compared with their non-gifted peers with respect to depression or suicide 
ideation. No studies have been published comparing the rates of bipolar disorder or 
ADHD among gifted and non-gifted youth. Martin's team's assertion is similar to the 
findings in Wiley (2014). Wiley used a large dataset from the Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study (ECLS-K) to evaluate internalizing behaviors, externalizing 
behaviors, and peer problems for regular elementary students and those identified as 
gifted. He found that identified gifted elementary students consistently exhibited lower 
levels of social or emotional issues based on teacher and student reports; whereas, 









However, inconsistent findings still existed when different researchers discussed 
each social and emotional issue in depth. Considering the complexity of the personal 
development of high-ability adolescents, this may not be surprising. For example, in 
research concerning perfectionism, a popular interest and counseling focus of the social 
and emotional development of gifted and talented youth, some researchers compared the 
differences between the groups of identified students and non-gifted students (e.g., 
LoCicero & Ashby, 2000; Parker, Potesova, & Stumpf, 2001; Shaunessy, Suldo, & 
Friedrich, 2011). The findings of this type of research usually support the idea that 
identified students show fewer unhealthy signs of maladaptive perfectionism than their 
non-gifted peers; although some find that gifted students are more perfectionistic (e.g., 
LoCicero & Ashby, 2000). Other researchers have used qualitative approaches, case 
studies and anecdotal records to investigate how gifted individuals develop their 
perfectionism (e.g., Greenspon, 2000; Schuler, 2002; Speirs-Neumeister, Williams, & 
Cross, 2009). and have drawn from their clinical experiences to understand how gifted 
individuals make sense of their perfectionism (e.g., Grobman, 2006). In this kind of study, 
perfectionism is not viewed as one, single characteristic. Instead, it is viewed as a part of 
the complexity of development. For instance, from his clinical experience with 15 gifted 
adolescents, Grobman (2006) found gifted characteristics, such as a powerful drive to 
explore, special sensitivities, needs for autonomy, early concerns with special issues, 
oppositionalism, perfectionism, and poor frustration tolerance and self-discipline, may 
cause high-ability adolescents to experience life differently from their typical same-age 
peers. These characteristics may cause anxiety and conflict in the gifted adolescent’s life 









and conflicts. All together, these findings suggested that perfectionism, as a 
multidimensional construct, is found within many different types of behaviors, but that 
does not mean all of them are unhealthy. Nevertheless, educators and parents need to pay 
attention to perfectionism and assist gifted students in learning how to adjust when they 
do not meet their own high standards. Schuler (2002) claimed within the population of 
high-ability students, perfectionism exists among individual and some high-ability 
students with a high perfectionism tendency may be negatively influenced by a rigorous 
academic environment (Speirs-Neumeister et al., 2007).  
Besides the studies of personal traits, high-ability students may also have common 
developmental tasks but with qualitatively different experiences from their general-ability, 
same-aged peers. For instance, in the area of career and college major choice, a 
developmental task for students at the secondary level, multi-potentiality is one of the 
concerns for the high-ability group. Some scholars asserted that multi-potentiality may 
lead to vocational indecision and job vacillation (Sajjadi, Rejskind, & Shore, 2001). It 
seems that the message from adults that “you can do anything and everything” makes it 
difficult for high-ability students to choose a career direction as well as feel pressure from 
the adults’ high expectations (Greene, 2002; Webb, Gore, Amend, & Devries, 2007). 
Although, researchers may study different factors related to career exploration among 
high-ability students (e.g., Multipotentiality and thinking style), the results revealed that 
almost half of their participants, high-ability adolescents, have not had clear career 
choices, and a need existed for career counseling (Kim, 2011; Milgram & Hong,1999). 
Peterson (2015), based on her clinical and research experience, also provided 









positive and negative life events; engage in developmental tasks, and may not seek help, 
even when they are in distress or struggle with these life events and developmental tasks.            
Therefore, I argue that educators and researchers should be aware of how gifted 
characteristics vary in degree and how interaction between these characteristics and 
environments may affect a gifted individual’s life in positive and negative ways (Jen, 
2014; Peterson, 2007; Peterson, Assouline, & Jen, 2014). When discussing the social and 
emotional development of gifted and talented youth, the goal may be different from the 
goal of diagnosing [what] deficiencies, or counseling needs. Instead of only using 
counseling to address disorders and weaknesses, educators and counselors should pay 
more attention to the qualitative differences in social and emotional development among 
high-ability youth, as a basis to promote healthy social and emotional development. The 
asynchronous development of gifted and talented youth (Silverman, 2012), an uneven 
development in emotion and cognition that implies greater complexity, may result in 
them experiencing the world differently from their regular peers. From this perspective, 
the intervention could serve as a more proactive approach (Peterson, 2003) and would 
enable researchers to develop an affective intervention focus on broad aspects (Silverman, 
1993). 
2.2.2 The Previous Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
2.2.2.1 Search Procedures 
A search of empirical studies from the past 31 years, from 1984-2015, revealed 
limited research related to social and emotional intervention in the field of gifted 
education. I used the words gifted, high ability, and talented in the search process of 









social intervention, emotion intervention and affective curriculum to create the search 
keywords in the database of ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center), 
Education Full Text, Education Source, Educational Administration Abstracts, 
PsycARTICLES, PsycCRITIQUES, and PsycINFO (the American Psychological 
Association database). In addition, I completed manual searches of the principal 
international journals in the field of gifted education –Gifted Child Quarterly (GCQ) 
(1984-2015), European Journal of High Ability (1991-1995), High Ability Studies (1995-
2015), Journal for the Education of the Gifted (JEG) (1987-2015), Roeper Review (RR) 
(1984-2015), Journal of Secondary Gifted education(1995-2006), and Journal of 
Advanced Academic (JOAA) (2007-2015).  
2.2.2.2 Selection Criteria 
For inclusion in this review, a publication had to meet four criteria. First, it had to 
be a peer-reviewed article in a research-focused journal. The use of the peer-reviewed 
and research-focused journals helped to ensure the quality of the study. Second, the paper 
needed to include a method section and an empirical findings section. Papers in which 
authors described interesting and potentially effective interventions but provided no data 
on effectiveness, and in which authors shared experiences were excluded (e.g., Grobman, 
2009; Hook & Ashton, 2002; Ingram, 2003; Levy & Plucker, 2008; Rosselet & Stauffer, 
2013). Third, the selected studies had to include a direct social and emotional 
intervention service. An educational program was designed to address how the advanced 
learning needs of the gifted learners may benefit their educational development and also 
with positive influence on their affective development was not included of this review 









mentorship are not included in this review. Mentorship is widely advocated as an 
approach that can provide educational benefits for youth through a caring and supportive 
relationship with non-parental adults (Rhodes, Spencer, Keller, Liang, Noam, 2006). 
However, the search of literature revealed eight empirical studies of mentorship from 
1984 to 2015 (e.g., Hébert & Olenchak, 2000; Little, Kearney, & Britner, 2010) and none 
of them were included because they were not designed to specifically address social and 
emotional needs of gifted learners although students benefited from the process. Fourth, 
the participants of selected studies had to include gifted students at the K-12 education 
now. Through the process, 17 studies that met these criteria were found. To discuss what 
had been implemented in the field and to develop the rational of conducting this study, I 
overviewed these 17 studies in the following sections. Publications are listed in Table 2.1 







Table 2.1. Selected Features of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Author/s and 
Journal 












Study 1: Instruments evaluated 
Study 2 : Fifty minutes individual 
counseling  
Study 3: Seventy minutes same-sex and 
mixed-sex life-planning group 
Study 1: not an intervention study 
Study 2:students preferred 
structured individual counseling 
Study 3: Both boys and girls 







A private school Weekly serious of 40 minutes guidance 
curriculum for total seven weeks  
The data suggested that increased 
awareness of gender-related 
issues may result in higher self-
concept scores for GT girls  
Older group (age 12-18) had 
negative attitude to the materials 
Positive development in the older 







Gifted high school 
seniors 
Guidance 
Laboratory in the 
university  
One day workshop with different 
activities (i.e., visit the university, career 
planning activities, assessment, 
individual and group counseling, 
exposure the university information) 
Gifted students who joined the 
workshop were significantly more 
likely than those who did not 
participant to have talked their 
career development in the two 














Three days group dynamic workshop 
 
The program appeared to be 
successful in stimulating growth 









Table 2.1 Continued. Selected Features of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Author/s and 
Journal 
Participants Setting Type of Intervention Major Findings 











A high school  Four different kind treatments (group 
counseling with students only, 
consultation with parents only, group 
for both and standard regular guidance 
program) 
One hour for 12 weeks for students  
One and half hour for six weeks for 
parents 
 
Significant difference in the 
counseling strategies as they 
affected self-acceptance, 
personality adjustment 
No significant differences among 
the counseling strategies as they 
affected self-acceptance 
Consultation-only, counseling-only 
or both were all better than 
regular and none of them was 
better than others 











classes at one 
middle school  
Twelve weeks guidance curriculum (e.g., 
new skills instruction, discussion, role 
playing) 
A statistically significant increase 
in self-esteem scores and social 
competence scores  
Finding from the informal 









 graders in two 
social-science 




Weekly Guidance curriculum for a year 
(e.g., modeling, role playing) 
Both gifted students and special 
education students in treatment 
group improved on the social 
attraction factor (highly) of 
Behavioral Academic Self - 
Esteem- Rating scale 
Finding from the informal 








Table 2.1 Continued. Selected Features of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Author/s and 
Journal 











institute   
Two and half years program with varied 
activities (i.e., monthly seminars, field 
trips to colleges, individual counseling, 
semester internship opportunity, 
seminars about financial aid for parents) 
 
Target group got admission from 
their first or second choice 
school.  
The plan of finance college 
changed dramatically (no change 
of comparison group)   
Within the program, pre-college, 
the disadvantaged gifted students 
differed only slightly in their 
aspirations, dreams, expectations 
and perceptions about college 
(skills were learned) in college 






Junior level high 
school students 
Residential school Sixty minutes weekly social skill training 
program for total five weeks  
The data did not support the 
hypothesis of this study, an 
increase of social self-concept 
will occur because of the directly 


















Family therapy counseling  A postmodern framework can hold 
the apparent contradictions in 
these views between the families 









Table 2.1 Continued. Selected Features of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention  
Author/s and 
Journal 
Participants Setting Type of Intervention Major Findings 




At-risk gifted girls 
for not achieving 
their career goals 
(6-12th graders, 
majority are 10th 
graders) 
Forty-five different 
high school in 
one state 
A full-day Targets program on the 
university campus with different 
activities (i.e., inventory introduction, 
assessments, a guided imagery exercise, 
completion and individual interpretation 
of inventory, personality test, group 
discussion, goal setting ) 
More girls than expected stayed 
with the same path of career 
(traditional or nontraditional) 
after participation of the Targets 
As a result of the participation of 
the Targets, gifted girls 
significantly increased their 
seeking information about career 
Targets had an initial positive 
influence on four of five self-
beliefs of these girls (self-esteem, 
grade self- efficacy, future self-
efficacy, school self-efficacy) but 
not job self-efficacy  
Targets had minimal influence on 












Urban high school  Fifty minutes tutoring sessions two times 
per week for total 23 sessions.  
Participants exhibited a clinically 
significant rate of change across 
managing environment and 
behavior and reported having 
greater confidence at posttest 
Jackson & Moyle 
(2009) 
Roeper Review 
Elementary high IQ 
gifted boy 
Elementary school  Consultation  The participant increased his 
positive behaviors when he 









Table 2.1 Continued. Selected Features of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Author/s and 
Journal 













Three schools in a 
suburban area  
Forty-five to fifty minutes guidance 
curriculum for total nine lessons,  
The unhealthy perfectionists in the 
experimental group had 
statistically significant lower 
results on Concerns over 
Mistakes, Doubts about Actions, 









One private school  Twenty-two minutes small group 
discussion for total 30 sessions 
The results indicated group work 
involved complex student-
student, student-teacher 
interaction and it took longer to 
change the "system" 
Comments reflected that facilitators 
(teachers) were one of the reason 
for a positive or negative 
experience, students can sense 
teachers' discomfort, and some of 




Teachers as the 
facilitators of the 
small group 
One private school Twenty-two minutes small group 
discussion for total 30 sessions 
Participants (teachers-group 
facilitators) supported the group 
program in the school and overall, 
confidence in skills of facilitating 






as the facilitators 





Forty-five minutes small group discussion 
for total 10 sessions 
Overarching theme was that these 
school counselors had not 
expected such obvious 








Table 2.2. Research Design of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Studies Related Theory Method Sample size  Data Collection/Analysis  
Kerr (1986) 
 
Career planning  Quantitative  
  
 
Total 180 gifted high school 
seniors for a serious of three 
studies 
Study 1: 54 students 
Study 2: 100 students 
Study 3: 26 students 
Participants were randomly assigned 
into three different studies 
Study 1: not an intervention study 
Study 2: Nine 7-point items of a scale 
as part of day's evaluation 
Study 3: Nine 7-point items of a scale 










Fourteen female gifted 
adolescents (i.e., six age 10-11, 
eight age 12-18) 
Instrument: Pie's-Harris Self-Concept 
test, The way I Feel About Myself 
Pre-post test  
Informal observations were discussed 




Multipotential  Quantitative  
 
 
Eighty-seven gifted high school 
seniors 
Treatment group (56 students) vs. 
Control group (31 students) 
A follow-up survey with closed-ended 
questions was conducted two months 
after the workshop  
Barnette (1989) 
 
Mentorship Quantitative  
 
 
Fifty-four high potential or high 
ability adolescents (age 14-17) 
Two standardized inventories to 
measure the effects of the group 
workshop on self-esteem and 
cohesion 
Pre-post test (before and after the 
workshop)  
Follow-up tests (3 weeks after the 









Table 2.2 Continued. Research Design of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Studies Related Theory Method Sample size  Data Collection/Analysis  
Humes & Clark 
(1989) 
 










 grade gifted 
students were assigned randomly 
to one of the four treatment group 
(IQ score 130+) 
Part of the California Psychological 
Inventory (CPI) 
Part of the Adjective Check List (ACL) 
Writing Sample  
Pre-post test 










 graders in accelerated 
mathematics classes 
Performance-based measures: Test scores 
for the University of Chicago School 
Mathematic Project (UCSMP) 
Instruments: Perceived Competence Scale 
for Children (PCSC)   














graders in two social-
science classes 
 Treatment group: 6 gifted students, 
12 regular students, and 7 special 
education students  
Control group: 6 gifted students, 15 
regular students, and 3 special 
education students 
Instruments: Self-Esteem inventory (SEI), 
Behavioral Academic Self - Esteem- 
Rating scale (BASE) 
Pre-post test 
Control group 






College choice Quantitative 
 
 
Ninety-six high school students 
Treatment group: 55 gifted students 
from low-income family 
Comparison group: 41 regular 
gifted students 
Nonstandardized survey (questionnaires) 
Pre-post test 








Table 2.2 Continued. Research Design of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Studies Related Theory Method Sample size  Data Collection/Analysis  







Four junior level high school 
students 
Instruments: The SDQ III 















Three counselors and three families 
with elementary school age gifted 
children 
 
Interview and goal lists 









Four hundred and eleven at-risk 







Data was collected for 7 years  
Instruments: Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale, 
Educational Self-Efficacy-Adolescents 
scale, Career Behaviors Inventory, 
Adolescent At-Risk Behaviors Inventory, 
Personality Research Form, Vocational 







Self-regulation Mixed Method 
 
 
Eight honor 9th students (below 
average bio classroom test score ) 
Performance-based measures: Biology test 
scores, scores of the Wisconsin 
Knowledge and Concepts Examination  
Instruments: elf-Regulation Strategy 
Inventory-Self-Report, Rating Student 
Self-Regulated Learning Outcomes, Self-
Efficacy for Self-Regulation Learning, 
Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scale, and 
Task Interest Inventory (TII) 
Filed notes were collected  








Table 2.2 Continued. Research Design of Studies of Social and Emotional Intervention 
Studies Related Theory Method Sample size  Data Collection/Analysis  
Jackson & 
Moyle (2009) 
Dabrowski theory Case study 
 
One elementary high IQ gifted 
boy 













One hundred and fifty-three 
high-ability 6th to 8th graders 
Experimental group: 81 students 
Control group: 72 students 
A quasi-experimental nonequivalent 
control group design  
Instruments: Goals and Work Habits 
Survey,  















Two hundred and sixty 5th to 8th 
graders 
 
A 14-item nonstandardized survey 
using a Likert-type scale of 1 to 5 











Twenty-two teachers (the 
facilitators of the small group) 
A 5-year longitudinal study  
A nonstandardized survey using a 














Seven school counselors (the 












2.2.3 Overview of Selected Studies 
These 17 selected studies revealed a wide range of social and emotional 
interventions for the gifted students (see Table 1) with different research designs (see 
Table 2). All principal international journals in the field of gifted education published at 
least one empirical study on the affective intervention. However, among them, six studies 
were published in journals that were not considered gifted educational journals (i.e., 
Journal of Counseling & Development, Journal for Specialists in Group Work, 
Elementary School Guidance & Counseling, Professional School Counseling). These 
interventions included workshop style programs (Barnette,1989; Kerr & Ghrist-
Priebe,1988; Kerr & Robinson Kurpius, 2004), programs with multiple components 
(Olszewski-Kubilius & Laubscher, 1996), guidance curriculum (Ciechalski & Schmidt, 
1995; Clark & Dixon, 1997; Cleary, Platten, & Nelson, 2008 ; Elmore & Zenus, 1994; 
Mofield & Chakraborti- Ghosh, 2010; Olshen & Matthews, 1987), small group 
discussion (Kerr, 1986; Peterson, 2013; Peterson & Lorimer, 2011, 2012), and individual 
and group counseling/consultation (Bourdeau & Thomas, 2002; Humes & Clark, 1989; 
Jackson & Moyle, 2009; Kerr, 1986). All of them were conducted in the United States 
and six of them were conducted in a University-based program or institute; whereas, the 
other eleven of them were conducted in regular school settings. The lengths of 
intervention of these different studies were varied because some of them were day 
programs and some were longer interventions, but each session of the intervention was 
shorter (e.g., 22 minutes, 40 minutes). Overall, the participants of Olszewski-Kubilius 










program with monthly seminars, field trips to colleges, individual counseling, semester 
internship opportunities, and seminars about financial aid for parents of the participants. 
Fourteen studies investigated the perceptions and the changes of gifted learners, 
two investigated the perceptions of the helping professionals (Peterson, 2013; Peterson & 
Lorimer, 2012), and one investigated both (Bourdeau & Thomas, 2002). The youngest 
participant of the selected studies was a 7-year-old boy (Jackson & Moyle, 2009), 
whereas other studies focused on early to late adolescents. None of them focused on 
social and emotional intervention at the early childhood level. Peterson (2013) used small 
group discussion to help K-4
th 
grade gifted students from low-income families but the 
participants in that study were the school counselors rather than the elementary-aged 
students. Sample sizes ranged from one student (Jackson & Moyle, 2009) to 411 students 
(Kerr & Robinson Kurpius, 2004). Among them, two studies with large sample size are 
Kerr and Robinson (2004) completed a seven-year program with 411 students and 
Peterson and Lorimer (2011) completed a five-year program with 260 students. 
The theories guiding the studies were also varied and included career 
development, sex-role stereotyping, social and communication modes, cooperative 
learning, self-regulation, Dabrowski’s theory, perfectionism, and a developmental model 
(see Table 2.2). Three studies can be viewed as coexistence programs related to the large 
projects with directly social and emotional interventions. Barnette’s (1989) study 
included a pre-workshop program before a project studied the mentorship between 
retirees and gifted students; and Ciechalski and Schmidt (1995) and Elmore and Zenus 
(1994) were part of two different cooperative learning projects. Thirteen of the selected 










and post-tests as a data collection approach (see Table 2.2). Interestingly, three studies 
included informal observation data as part of their results (see Table 2.1) and these three 
were studies conducted 20 years ago.    
2.2.3.1 Individual Counseling Studies. 
Although there are only three selected studies in this review related to individual 
counseling (Bourdeau & Thomas, 2002; Jackson & Moyle, 2009; Kerr ,1986), this type 
of study needs to be discussed further because of the unique focus. Individual counseling 
for students is defined as a special type of the helping process implemented by trained 
counseling professionals to help students explore academic, career and personal/social 
issues within a confidential relationship between the students and the helping 
professionals (American School Counselor Association, 2005; Newsome & Harper, 2011) 
and may or may not have a therapeutic focus. Although clinicians who worked regularly 
with gifted learners mentioned emotional issues among gifted learners (e.g., anxiety, 
depression, underachievement, perfectionism) and shared experiences related to how they 
worked with them effectively to address these issues (e.g., Mendaglio & Peterson, 2007), 
only few of these counseling cases were written as empirical papers with clear methods 
and results. The reasons behind this may be because of the ethical issues that exist (i.e., 
confidential relationship), as a therapeutic approach is individualistic, and its effects 
might not appear in a short time. When reviewing all the papers using counseling as key 
word and gifted learners as participants (i.e., gifted, high ability, and talented), I only 
found three studies that investigated what happened in the individual counseling process 
and among them, Kerr’s (1986) was a study focused more on participants' preference of 










Published papers discussing counseling gifted learners were usually written in a special 
format, which included a case introduction with some description of the challenges but 
without too much information of detailed personal profiles and then following as a model 
introduction regardless of whether the paper was selected as part of this review. Although 
the omission of personal information can help people to not recognize the participants, it 
makes readers sometimes wonder if it is a real case or multiple cases combined as a story 
since the authors usually do not articulate that. Among this type of paper, Jackson and 
Moyle (2009) used Dabrowski’s theory to help a 7-year-old boy with a IQ above 145, an 
example of detailed case study. Jackson and Moyle explained what the helping 
professional did in the intervention process and documented the responses of the gifted 
client and the perspectives of other adults in the system. I included this paper in the study 
because of the detail on what they did and what their reactions were. However, they did 
not specify the roles the two authors played in this study and did not analyze the data 
systematically. Additionally, the only thing that can be recognized in the paper was that 
someone served the role more as a consultant than a counselor in this case study to 
interact with the participants and to facilitate the situation through Dabrowski's theory; 
although the key word used was ‘gifted counseling.’ Without role clarification, and 
explaining how they interpreted the data and the introduction of counseling expertise, 
makes this study difficult to categorize as a rigorous qualitative case study.  
Besides the case introduction, the majority of these types of papers usually follow 
with a model introduction and model analysis (e.g., Hook & Ashton, 2002; Rosselet & 
Stauffer, 2013; Willings, 1998) to illustrate what therapists, counselors and psychologists 










Thomas (2002) offered another good example that represents this effort. In their study, 
instead of only evaluating if the counseling worked, Bourdeau and Thomas adapted the 
multiple case study approach to study the dynamic between the families of the gifted 
clients and their counselors from both sides' perspectives. They focused on how the 
postmodern approach to counseling and family therapy facilitated the apparent 
contradictions in these views. Overall, the individual counseling types published papers 
that helped readers understand the clinicians' perspectives and helps them learn from their 
experience; however, there are still many questions that remain. Additionally, these 
interventions might be hard to replicate because some interventions require special 
counselor training, and some of these authors did not explain how to clearly do this, 
although they tried to introduce each approach.      
2.2.4 The Contribution of this Study 
Through the comprehensive review of the previous empirical social and emotional 
intervention studies, several important suggestions are provided if future researchers want 
to conduct a study of the social and emotional intervention. First, informal observation of 
previous studies sometimes provides unexpected richness of data (e.g., Ciechalski & 
Schmidt , 1995; Olshen & Matthews, 1987) so researchers should consider designing an 
approach to collect the observation data and evaluate it systematically. It should allow 
readers to understand what happens when gifted students receive a affective intervention.   
Second, previous studies have revealed that both boys and girls show a preference 
for same-gender groups and not just that the group members should be the same gender 
but the group leaders as well (e.g., Kerr, 1986; Peterson & Lorimer, 2011, 2012). Thus, if 










researchers should consider the group format as same gender led by a same gender 
facilitator.  
Third, the majority of the previous studies used pretests and posttests to examine 
changes among participants (e.g., Humes & Clark, 1989; Mofield & Chakraborti-Ghosh, 
2010). Cleary, Platten and Nelson (2008) explained that they chose this strategy because 
of the wait-in control group, which was hard to apply in social and emotional intervention 
studies, especially since these studies were related to at-risk gifted students and the 
researchers usually designed the intervention based on needs. Although sometimes the 
results were positive and statistically significant, this approach may not fit the nature of 
social and emotional development; social and emotional development usually takes time 
and these at-risk gifted students may overcome the disadvantages because of their 
resilience (Peterson, 2000). Thus, researchers may need to reconsider what kind of results 
they expected as statistically significant in the pretest and posttest approach. A qualitative 
method with a follow-up interview as data collection approach may help researchers 
evaluate the effectiveness of the affective intervention.   
Fourth, although some of the researchers have included the counselors and 
facilitators as part of their participants to understand their perspectives related to working 
with gifted students in the social and emotional intervention program (e.g., Bourdeau & 
Thomas, 2002; Peterson, 2013; Peterson & Lorimer, 2012), the size of the participant 
samples in the majority of these studies was either small or researchers used surveys to 
collect the data. An interview usually allows researchers to obtain rich data that will aid 
in understanding these helping professionals or group facilitators' perspectives. 










these adults' perspectives are, including what kind of training and support these leaders 
may need. The results should help educators and researchers design a more effective 
intervention to help gifted students develop their social and emotional well being.  
2.3 The Theoretical Framework in this Design-Based Research (DBR) Study 
One of the most important features of Design-Based Research (DBR) is the need 
for using theory while carrying out robust research. The theoretical framework in a DBR 
study serves as a lens through which DBR researchers view their own research (Jen et al., 
2015). Identifying which theoretical frameworks were used in this study is important 
because it can help readers understand the educational philosophy of the GERI Affective 
Model, which includes training, formatting of small-group meetings, monitoring and 
support approaches (debriefing meetings and administration requirements), and topics. 
An additional goal of this research was to use findings to generate evidence-based claims 
about affective learning and skill development that address the various nuances of 
learning in context as well as contemporary theoretical issues (Jen et al., 2015).  
Two theories were used in designing the GERI Affective Model. First, Peterson's 
counseling model for gifted children, adolescents and young adults, the Proactive 
Developmental Attention Model (PDA Model) (Jen, 2014; Peterson, 2003a, 2007, 2015), 
served as the theoretical foundation for the GERI Affective Model. When Jean Peterson, 
the PDA model educator, and I created the GERI Affective Model to help high-ability 
students develop positive social- and emotional-coping skills during a summer-residential 
program, we based it on the PDA Model. Small-group theory is the other theory that 
guided the model-design process (e.g., Jen, 2014; Peterson, 2003b; Peterson, Betts. & 










The format of the GERI Affective Model is small-group discussion. To bridge the 
design element and theory (Jen et al., 2015), I reviewed previous Peterson publications 
related to the PDA Model and basic tenets of small-group work. I also synoptically 
reviewed other counseling models reflecting a developmental perspective and important 
principles of small-group facilitation. I particularly chose to review papers cited by 
Peterson because they reflected what had influenced her beliefs about counseling gifted 
learners. To better understand the relationship between these theories and the design 
element (i.e., the GERI Affective Model) in this study, I analyzed documents (i.e. 
training materials and a debriefing video) and observed the actual group work using a 
semi-structured observation format. The goal of these approaches was to examine 
whether Peterson’s training content (e.g., skills) were delivered adequately during the 
training and debriefing sessions, if there was any missing component in the model that 
would influence the effectiveness of the proactive small-group discussion, and if the 
training of group-facilitation skills was delivered appropriately in the group. During this 
examination, I compared the literature with the perceptions of the participants in this 
study (i.e., professional trainer, high-ability students, camp counselors).  
2.3.1 The Proactive Developmental Attention Model (PDA Model) 
As Peterson self-reported (Henshon, 2012; Peterson, 2007, 2009, 2011), her 
Proactive Developmental Attention Model (PDA model) was rooted in her earlier 
intensive educational and clinical experiences with high-ability learners, developed 
during her graduate-level learning and training in counselor education, and nurtured by 
her later experience as a helping professional, counselor educator, and researcher. 










challenges related to developmental tasks. These experiences and learning led to her 
interest in gifted youth evelopment (Peterson, 2011). She clarified her perspectives about 
counseling, which emphasized that counseling should have a developmental focus and 
address the developmental challenges that all children and adolescents face, universally, 
including gifted individuals: 
Counseling is distinguished from other helping professionals, at least to some 
extent, in its focus on developmental problems of normal people of all ages and helping 
them dealwith stressors and complex emotions related to everyday living. The focus on 
personal strengths and personal growth, rather than on pathology, also distinguishes 
counseling from some other fields (Peterson, 2007, p.106). 
When Peterson's PDA model was applied to gifted populations, she 
acknowledged that gifted youth face developmental tasks and challenges similar to those 
of others their age, but that characteristics associated with giftedness (e.g., sensitivities 
and intensities, asynchronous development) affect how they experience development and 
may contribute to qualitative differences in these experiences (Peterson, 2003a, 2009, 
2012a). In turn, Peterson's developmental perspective on counseling resulted in her 
advocating for a proactive-attention approach to nurturing gifted students' social and 
emotional health (Peterson, 2003a, 2007, 2009, 2015). She explained that proactive 
attention to social and emotional development, prior to crises or clear threats to well-
being, means giving adequate attention to current developmental challenges, focusing on 
the present, and avoiding difficulties in the future (Peterson, 2003a, 2009). 
Peterson is not the only scholar with the perspective that counseling gifted 










own long history in the field of school counseling (Erford, 2010). According to one 
review of literature related to counseling gifted students (Myers & Pace, 1986; St. Clair, 
1989), interest in a proactive approach in the gifted-education field sprouted in the 1980s. 
Studies conducted in the Guidance Laboratory for Gifted and Talented students at the 
University Nebraska-Lincoln, with interest in proactive activities (e.g., career exploration, 
self-understanding) were viewed as pioneering (Kerr, 1986; Kerr & Ghrist-Priebe, 1988). 
It is noteworthy that Peterson published her first paper in 1990. The concept of social 
milieu as related to creative persons can be applied here. Zeitgeist, the word meaning the 
spirit of the age, might be appropriate for this phenomenon. Gruber (1998) explained that 
multiple, independent discoveries might generalize similar perspectives at the same time 
because the influences of the Zeitgeist devalue individuals and deprive the individual 
creator of a special role in history. Peterson’s advocacy of proactive attention reflected 
two elements. First, it revealed the influence of school counseling, and counseling in 
general, on gifted education. Second, it reflected Peterson's seeing herself “as attempting 
to bridge two fields [gifted education and school counseling]” (Henshon, 2012, p.140) 
and revealed her perspective that gifted students, among the “all students” whose needs 
school counselors should address (America School Counselor Association, ASCA, 2013), 
face developmental challenges similar to those of their less-able age peers (Peterson, 
2007). Moreover, based on her other empirical studies and clinical experience, Peterson 
argued that gifted individuals are socially and emotionally complex, and that giftedness 
can be an asset and a burden for gifted individuals (e.g., Peterson, 2002, 2007, 2011, 










Several scholars in the field of gifted education also emphasized development and 
growth in their counseling and affective curriculum models (e.g., Colangelo, 2003; Dai & 
Speerschneider, 2012; Greenspon, 1998; Mendaglio & Peterson, 2007). For example, 
Nicholas Colangelo, Peterson's mentor in graduate school, who greatly influenced her 
thinking (Henshon, 2012), was also an important advocate for a developmental approach. 
He articulated that, in a developmental approach, a counselor uses expertise to establish 
an environment that is conductive to the educational growth of gifted students instead of 
viewing therapy and problem solving as the primary purpose. In other words, the 
intervention does not depend on evidence that gifted individuals are at risk. Instead, the 
approach is proactive and strength-based (Colangelo, 2003). Dai and Speerschneider 's 
(2012) Cope-and-Grow Model is another example of a development- and growth-focused 
approach, merging social and emotional issues with talent development. They argued that 
affective growth is not separate from cognitive growth in talent development. Instead, 
cognitive and affective changes continually influence each other, especially during 
periods of transition. In the Cope-and-Grow Model, instead of a deficit-oriented focus, 
the focus of an affective curriculum for talent development is on cultivating personal 
strengths and promoting personal vision, as well as addressing the extra burdens of 
coping.  
In summary, the Proactive Developmental Attention Model (PDA model) of Jean 
Peterson represents a non-remedial approach. The model promotes affective curriculum 










2.3.2 A Small-Group Approach to Counsel Gifted Students 
Psychoeducational small groups, not intended to resemble traditional therapy, are 
identified as one of several effective approaches to addressing needs related to social and 
emotional development. Based on the belief that students often learn from each other, 
small-group settings with same-age peers, sometimes with just same-gender peers, are 
ideal for conducting proactive, prevention-oriented discussions to help students explore 
developmental tasks, learn coping skills and address personal concerns (Association of 
Specialists in Group Work, 2000; Erford, 2011; Kulic, Dagley, & Horne, 2001). The 
Association for Specialist in Group Work (ASGW) (1992) defined four different types of 
groups: Task/work groups, guidance/psychoedicational group, counseling/interpersonal 
group, and psychotherapy/ personality reconstruction groups. ASGW defined 
guidance/psychoedicational group as: 
Education and prevention are critically important goals for the contemporary 
counselor. The guidance/psychoeducation group specialist seeks to use the group 
medium toeducate group participants who are presently unaffected about a 
potential threat (such asAIDS), a developmental life event (such as a transition 
point), or how to cope with animmediate life crisis (such as suicide of a loved 
one), with the goal of preventing an array of educational and psychological 
disturbance from occurring (ASGW, 1992, p.13). 
Using small groups to help gifted students can be traced back to the 1960s. Finney 
and Van Dalsem (1969) designed four-semester, weekly group counseling sessions for 
high school gifted underachieving students and found they offered a positive influence. 










module for school professionals who were interested in exploring, or needed to explore, 
approaches for working with gifted students. Their module contained four major sections: 
seeing undeveloped talent, nurturing and stimulating undeveloped talent, encouraging 
personal and social growth, and making the most of talent with life planning. They 
explained in an introductory section that the module can be used for independent study, 
for small-group interaction, or for large-group in-service programs. Humes and Clark 
(1989) examined the effects of group counseling by comparing three treatment groups 
and one control group (i.e., group counseling with students only, consultation with 
parents only, a group for both students and parents, and a standard guidance program). 
Findings supported that receiving extra counseling services benefited the gifted students. 
Receiving consultation-only, counseling-only, or both were all better than regular group 
counseling, and none of them was better than the others.  
Later, in a magazine article, her first publication in the field of gifted education, 
Peterson (1990) described her experience of using a small-group discussion format in a 
school setting to help high-ability students. She can be viewed as one of the most 
important long-term advocates of small-group discussion to help gifted students develop 
social and emotional coping skills, introduced through her Proactive Developmental 
Attention Model (PDA model) (see Peterson, 2003b, Peterson et al., 2009). There is no 
doubt about Peterson's expertise in small-group work (e.g., Henshon, 2012; Peterson, 
2008, 2011). However, a search of literature found that she conducted only a few 
empirical studies to evaluate the use of small groups in various settings to help gifted 
students (Peterson, & Lorimer, 2011, 2012, Peterson, 2013), and almost no other scholars 










of the literature revealed a need for more empirical evidence to support the use of small-
group discussions to help gifted students develop.   
In Peterson's conceptual publications and her empirical studies of small-group 
affective curriculum, she explained her perspective about group work, how to train group 
facilitators, and how to appropriately establish a rhythm within the group (e.g., Peterson, 
2008, 2012a); (Peterson & Servaty-Seib, 2008). Through the citations and references 
used by Peterson, I can see how her training and experience as a counselor and counselor 
educator influenced her perspectives about group work (e.g., Corey, 1994; Thomas, 2010; 
Yalom, 1995; Yalom & Leszcz, 2005). When Peterson applied small-group work to 
gifted education, a unique aspect of the Peterson PDA model (Peterson et al., 2009) was 
the use of a lay person (e.g., teacher) as a group facilitator, reflecting her view that the 
emphasis is on discussion, rather than on counseling. A few researchers also suggested to 
include people who worked with children and adolescents (e.g., teachers, outdoor 
activities leader), but without professional counseling training, to be part of the 
prevention group work. For example, Roland and Neitzschman (1996) designed a 
workshop to help train middle school teachers, coaches and administrators to be the 
advice-advisee group leaders in school. In their model, they provided three to a maximum 
of four hours training but they suggested five hours would be better. Then, after a month, 
they sent out a follow-up survey to get the feedback of the participants regarding the 
workshop. They reported that some participants suggested that the future workshops 
should be a full day in length. Their model did not include monitoring and support 
components. In addition to how to train laypeople to facilitate group, Thomas (2010) 










facilitator and the outdoor educators although in his article, the role of facilitators was 
close to program planners instead of the facilitators of small-group discussion. Jen (2014), 
largely based on Peterson's approach of how to form a small group, considered five 
important aspects of small-group work and what facilitators should do when 
conceptualizing this study: preparation; establishing goals and objectives; selecting 
appropriate topics based on needs; facilitating groups; and evaluating groups. Other 
Peterson publications (e.g., Peterson, 2003b, 2008, 2013; Peterson, & Lorimer, 2011, 
2012; Peterson, 2015) also provided details about skills a facilitator needs to make group 
discussion work effectively. However, Peterson's theory about training a layperson 
without professional counseling preparation to be a group facilitator with high-ability 
students needs to be examined further to help educators and researchers understand to 
what extent a lay person’s skills are sufficient to effectively facilitate a group.    
2.3.3 The Contribution of this Study 
Although counseling gifted students from a developmental perspective is one of 
the main counseling approaches in the field of gifted education, only a few empirical 
studies have been conducted in this area. Thus, this empirical study is important as an 
investigation of students' perceptions of small-group discussion with large and diverse 
gifted populations. In addition, the group facilitators in this study were the camp 
counselors in a summer program. The format had not been attempted in the past, and it 
needed to be examined. 
The other unique, and probably the most important, characteristic of this study is 
that it was focused on the PDA Model itself. The GERI Affective Model in this study 










Peterson and Lorimer (2011, 2012) and Peterson (2013) attempted to examine the 
effectiveness and influence of small-group discussion in another setting, they did not 
study the design element: the PDA Model itself. Understanding how an affective 
curriculum model works is probably even more important and meaningful than 
determining whether a particular model actually is effective. As mentioned earlier, 
exploring how potentially helps researchers and educators replicate the affective model in 
differing contexts because they know the rationale related to decision-making processes 
inherent in the model. 
In conclusion, the affective curriculum examined in this study is based on two 
theories, The PDA Model and small-group theory. The results of this study will be used 
to refine the model before dissemination. Moreover, the results of this study will also 
enrich the theory of the PDA Model as well as of small-group theory as it applies to the 
field of gifted education.  
2.4 Why Using Design-Based Research (DBR) in this Study 
Design-based research (DBR) is a methodological framework that has been used 
to guide the process of designing the interventions so as to address the complex and real 
learning problems in naturalistic contexts, and using the findings to enrich or validate 
theories (Barab & Squire; 2004; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; Plomp & 
Nieveen, 2013). As Jen et al. (2015) pointed out, for new DBR researchers, the 
development of DBR needs to be understood in the context of the emergence of the 
learning sciences. In their review, Jen et al. introduced DBR and the history of DBR, 
illustrating six key features of DBR (i.e., recognition of the importance of real contexts, 










between researchers and participants, the difference between DBR and other 
methodologies, mixed methods), the challenges and suggestions for using DBR in the 
field of gifted education, and advocated using DBR in gifted education—since DBR is a 
relatively new methodological framework in the field of gifted education. They suggested 
that new DBR researchers should " specifically discuss the relationship between the key 
features of DBR and their own studies in the literature review instead of explaining the 
history and key features of DBR" (p. 198). Thus, instead of summarizing what DBR is, I 
discuss why using DBR in this study is appropriate in the next section. Five 
characteristics of this study were discussed to reveal why DBR is appropriate for this 
study. 
2.4.1 Using DBR in this Study 
Design Based Research (DBR) (Brown, 1992; Design-Based Research Collective, 
2003; Hoadley, 2004) is used as a methodological framework to guide the development 
of the GERI Affective Model of this study for fifth to twelfth grade, high-ability students 
for four reasons.  
First, the DBR recognizes the importance of real contexts. The nature of DBR is 
to address real problems that need to be tackled in the environment (Jen et al., 2015; 
Kennedy-Claek, 2013; McKenney & Reeves, 2013). I chose DBR for this study because 
the GERI Affective Model under investigation is implemented in a real context, namely a 
summer residential enrichment program in one Midwest university. This summer 
residential enrichment program has been serving gifted, creative, and talented students 
since 1974. Adjusting the proposed model to fit the dynamic of this residential program is 










were identified as one of the widely used ways to help high-ability students develop their 
talents (Olszewski-Kubilius, 2003), questions that remained to be answered were: from 
what extent do these programs address students’ affective needs and how to address these 
affective needs effectively. 
Second, DBR requires revealing the effects on the local context, as well as the 
resultant theoretical contribution (Barab & Squire, 2004; Collins et al., 2004). Anderson 
and Shattuck (2012) explained that the philosophy of the DBR is that the theory must do 
real work. The initial design of the GERI Affective Model is not only to address the need 
of this summer residential program but also to increase the understanding of how to use 
these theories— Proactive Developmental Attention Model (PDA Model) and the small 
group work theory—to address the social and emotional developmental needs of fifth to 
twelfth grade, high-ability students from diverse cultures and social and economic 
backgrounds (Gentry, 2011). In this study, I use these two theories to guide the designing 
process of the GERI Affective Model in real contexts and plan to use the results of this 
study to strengthen the understanding of social and emotional development of high-
ability students. The goal of this study is to build and extend a small-group affective 
curriculum that adopts a different series of topics that meets the needs of different grade 
levels and that helps students explore developmental tasks (e.g., stress, values, and self-
understand) and postsecondary and career choices. These topics included in the final 
version of the GERI Affective Model should address the needs of high-ability students in 
different age levels and help their social and emotional well-being. Moreover, as it was 










evidence-based GERI Affective Model but also will enrich the theory of PDA model and 
the small group work theory in the field of gifted education.  
Third, DBR focuses on iteratively designing and using an intervention (Barab & 
Squire, 2004). The professional trainer and I designed the GERI Affective Model in 2012, 
implemented it in the summer residential enrichment program in July of 2012, revised it 
based on the field experience and feedback and re-implemented it in July of 2013, and 
collected another year field experience and feedback. The focus of the outcome study in 
2014 will be on investigating the effectiveness of and influences on the GERI Affective 
Model and I plan to use the results to refine the model before dissemination. The 
distinctiveness of a three-year study allows me to use DBR as the methodological 
framework. 
Fourth, DBR values collaboration between researchers and participants. 
Considering that the nature of the small group and the dynamics of the small group were 
strongly influenced by the group members, I decided to use DBR to respect the 
differences that are caused by the participants coming from different backgrounds, high-
ability students and facilitators. The developing process of the GERI Affective Model is 
not just a top-down intervention process. Instead, in the development of the GERI 
Affective Model, a team, including the professional trainer , camp counselors, and I, 
worked together in a collaborative partnership. In DBR, participants are not “subjects” 
assigned to specific treatments. They are co-participants in the design and even the 
analysis (Barab & Squire, 2004). Hoadley (2004) argued that DBR researchers know that 
the cultural background and previous experiences of participants can not be controlled. In 










different experiences in working with children and teenagers. The PDA professional 
trainer , Dr. Jean Peterson, and I worked with the camp counselors during the process of 
developing the model. Instead of controlling how they facilitated the topic, we 
understood group leaders would use their personal strengths and things they have learned 
through previous experiences to help them facilitate their groups in the summer program. 
In the debriefing meetings, the professional trainer  asked these camp counselors how 
they did in their sessions and provided feedback accordingly. When a particular issue 
occurred, camp counselors were encouraged to learn from each other and use creative 
ways to address the issues in group. The research team understands that these small group 
discussions were conducted in different ways even though the format of the group was set.  
Fifth, the foci of DBR are not only on learning outcomes but also on climate 
changes and system changes (Barab & Squire, 2004; Collins et al., 2004; Design-Based 
Research Collective, 2003; Hoadley, 2004). When the GERI Affective Model was first 
implemented in the summer residential program, the interaction among students, the 
interaction between students and their camp counselors, and the interaction between 
counselors and administrative staff members in the whole summer residential program 
were all influenced. Furthermore, the roles of these camp counselors were adjusted. In the 
past, before the affective curriculum was implemented, the role of these camp counselors 
was that of recreation activity planner and the term ‘group’ was only referred to the group 
that students belonged when they engaged in the competitive recreation activities. After 
the GERI Affective Model was implemented, the camp counselors also served as the 
group facilitators and the ‘group’ also referred to the group that students shared their 










2.4.2 The Contribution of this Study 
I designed this study as an example of using DBR in gifted education, a research 
design not frequently found in the gifted education literature.I report the results of this 
study by according to guidelines from Collins et al. (2004) and Jen et al. (2015) to 
provide a model for other researchers on how to apply DBR principles in gifted education 
and how to report the results. 
2.5 Summer Enrichment Residential Student Programs 
The university-based enrichment program has been one of the most important 
gifted education services in the United States for years; there is a long history of interest 
in how such programs influenced the academic and affective development of gifted 
learners. Robinson, Shore, and Enersen (2007) articulated the sharing nature of the 
university-based programs: “A commonality of these varied university-based programs is 
the attention given to providing students with challenging academic courses, the option of 
telescoping semester- or year-long course into a few weeks, a variety of enrichment 
experiences, and opportunities to make close friendship” (p. 70). Among them, one 
common type these universities provide to gifted learners at the secondary level is special 
summer residential programs (Olszewski-Kubilius, 2003; Robinson, Shore, & Enersen, 
2007; NAGC, 2013). Recently, the focus of this type of service was expanded to 
international gifted populations (e.g., John Hopkins University, Purdue University) and 
underserved students. The findings of several scholarship projects, such as the HOPE and 
HOPE
+
 Projects (Miller & Gentry, 2010; Wu & Gentry, 2014)) and the EXCITE project 
(Lee, Matthews, & Olszewski-Kubilius, 2008; Lee, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Peternel, 










demonstrated that summer programs benefit these underserved gifted learners who came 
from low-income families or from diverse cultural backgrounds.  
However, Olszewski-Kubilius (2003) has listed three general issues with these 
special summer programs: relationship to in-school programs, access to special programs, 
and instructional models and program types. Among them, the variety of instructional 
models and program types of these university-based summer programs has almost 
transformed each program into it’s own unique set of gifted education services. Also, the 
different selection criteria of different models (e.g., talent search model, enrichment 
model) potentially causes the advanced learners who participated in different programs to 
be from varied populations.  Thus, when previous studies were reviewed, these 
university-based summer programs vary in content, duration, intensity and delivery 
model although they might share similarly overall premises, namely providing 
challenging courses and opportunities to interact socially with intellectual-peers that 
gifted learners might not have in their regular schooling during the academic year. In this 
part of the literature review, I reviewed the research on university-based summer 
programs, as well as other similar summer programs—providing they share similar 
missions to the university-based summer programs. For example, the research of 
Governor's schools are included because the structure and mission of them are similar to 
these university-based summer residential programs, both providing gifted and high-
achieving secondary (i.e., both from middle school and high school) students with an 
enrichment program through the residential life experience, although Governor's schools 
are not university-based. More information about the Governor's schools can be found on 










2.5.1 A Review of Previous Studies on Summer Enrichment Residential Programs 
There were three main research foci on the influence of summer enrichment 
residential programs on the development of gifted learners. Each of these is discussed 
below: academic development, psychological development, and social development and 
peer relationships. Since the main focus of this study is the social development and peer 
relationships, the review focuses on this part. 
2.5.1.1 Influences on Academic Development. 
Some and perhaps the main benefits of participation in the summer program were 
the positive influences on student's academic development, such as how they were 
benefited by taking courses that fit their learning interests in the summer program 
(Atwater, Colson, & Simpson, 1999; Coleman & Cross, 1993), they improved their study 
skills (Van Tassel-Baska, Landau, & Olszewski, 1984), and they took more advanced 
courses after they participated in the program (Barnett & Durden, 1993; Olszewski-
Kubilius, 1998). However, the long-term academic effects of the participation in summer 
programs are more difficult to measure. A few researchers conducted follow-up research 
to investigate the long-term effects on academic performance (e.g., Hany & Grosch, 2007; 
Li, Alfeld, Kennedy, & Putallaz, 2009). For example, Li et al. (2009) conducted a follow-
up study with quasi-experimental design to investigate if Duke’s TIP summer program 
influenced participants' future high school test scores, courses taken and college majors. 
Li and colleagues found some small positive effects of the Duke TIP summer program on 
future academic achievement but Duke’s TIP summer program participants and ‘Search 
Only’ students did not differ in their total number of later advanced courses taken and 










not be surprising because after participation in the summer programs, gifted students 
returned to different home environments and received different educational services, 
meaning there were too many factors related to their later academic performance to gain 
conclusive results.  
In sum, participation in summer programs has been shown to influence gifted 
students' academic learning positively but other factors (e.g., family income, parental 
support, educational services in school) also influenced the later academic development 
of these gifted youth. The researchers had a difficult time isolating the extent to which 
later academic performance was influenced by the experience in the summer program. 
2.5.1.2 Influences on Psychological Development. 
The research interest on the psychological development of gifted students' 
participation in the summer program focused on how they changed in personal 
psychological development after the program (e.g., self-conceptions, self-confidence). 
Self-conception may be one of the main research interests in the psychological influence 
of participation in the summer program. Previous studies showed mixed findings 
regarding how the participation in the summer program influenced participants' self-
conceptions, including positive influence on self-conceptions (e.g., Kolloff & 
Moore,1989), no prevalent patterns of declines in academic self-concepts (e.g., Dai, Rinn, 
& Tan, 2013), no significant changes in academic self-concept (e.g., Cunningham & Rinn, 
2007) and a decline in academic self-competence over time (e.g., Olszewski, Kulieke, & 
Willis, 1987). Research on underserved populations (e.g., minority students, ELL 
students) has also contributed to the literature on the psychological development in the 










2012). For example, Haensly and Lehmann (1998) studied 50 Hispanic and Black, high-
potential eighth graders' experiences in a month-long summer science program and found 
that even though it was only a short-term challenging setting, the camp experience still 
influenced the participants’ cultural identities positively. Additionally, these minority 
high-potential students also self-reported an increase of self-confidence about how they 
believed they can do better and felt good about themselves. The study of Project Excide, 
a project that was developed to raise the achievements of gifted minority students through 
eighth grade, is another example of participants' self-confidence increasing after the 
program due to the learning experiences in the program and helping them do better than 
others in math classes and having better prepared them for schoolwork in high school 
(Lee et al., 2009; Olszewski-Kubilius, 2006). Although researchers have expanded their 
attention of the psychological effects of summer programs to the gifted minority students, 
few studies have included Native American students in their studies due to the fact that 
only a few high-ability Native American students had the opportunity to participate in 
summer enrichment residential programs. Additionally, these summer programs and 
projects served the minority and ELL high-potential students and were usually designed 
specifically to address the needs of a particular group; hence, almost none of them 
integrated these students into a regular summer program.   
In short, the results—all together—demonstrated that the complication of 
psychological development, which related to how researchers defined it, when they 
measured it and what instruments they used to measure it. Moreover, these mixed 
findings also remind researchers again that these studies were varied in many aspects, 










The result itself may be more meaningful when it is interpreted in the context than when 
it is generalized. Additionally, more research focused on diversity gifted students still 
needs to happen, especially research related to the high-ability Native American 
population. 
2.5.1.3 Influence on the Social Development and Peer Relationships. 
The other kind of research interest on the social development and peer 
relationship areas was the types of social support that these gifted students get and how 
they interact with each other in the summer programs, which is also the research interest 
of this study. Van Tassel-Baska et al.’s (1984) study was one of the early landmark 
studies regarding how such university-based summer programs affected the participants, 
with the focus on long-term effects on participants' development. Six months after the 
program, Van Tassel-Bask et al. sent a follow-up questionnaire to participants' parents 
and home school personnel. Approximately half of both groups returned the survey 
although the forms from the two groups did not match (i.e., same student's parents and 
school personnel may not both return the forms). The results revealed that the 
overwhelming benefits of participation in the summer program from adults' perspective 
was the participants built friendships with other intellectual youth in the program. Later, 
Enersen's (1993) qualitative study and Lenz and Burruss' (1994) survey study both 
investigated the influence on social development of participants in the summer programs 
and supported previous findings on the benefits of positive social development. For 
example, Enersen interviewed 12 participants and their parents, and found that one of the 
benefits to participate in the summer program was to make friends and form a true-peer 










that friendship was one of the biggest benefits of participation in the summer program 
(McHugh, 2006). Two studies, Cross, Hernandez, and Coleman (1991) and Coleman and 
Cross (1993), could be used as examples and discussed together. These two studies 
investigated the perspective of the 2,213 students attending the five Tennessee 
Governor's schools from 1986 to 1988 as well as the perspective of the directors of the 
schools. Since each of these five schools has its own curriculum focus, including arts, 
humanities, international studies, sciences, and Tennessee studies, the authors were not 
only able to provide an overall comparison through the years but also with-in school 
comparisons. In the overall findings, Coleman and Cross (1993) reported that affective 
outcomes were typically rated higher than the cognitive outcomes by the participants; and, 
in a similar vein, Cross et al. (1991) reported that many students commented that they 
made friends with like-minded and like-ability for the first time in their life in the 
Governor's schools and many remained friends even after the programs ended.  
Recently, Wu and Gentry (2014) examined the experiences and perceptions of 10 
high-potential Diné students from low-income families who received full scholarships to 
attend a diverse, university-based summer residential program. They found nine out of 
the 10 students mentioned that making new friends was one of the most important things 
in the program and three mentioned that leaving friends they made was the most difficult 
part of the program. In their study, these high-potential Diné students also described their 
international friends and how they interacted with each other (e.g., learn different 
language from each other). One participant in their study said “we are all the same, like 
we are all considered smart back at our own schools” (Wu & Gentry, 2014, p.73). By 










program, Lee et al., (2015) found that gifted students perceived more acceptance and 
support for their giftedness, a stronger connection to peers, and greater ease in forming 
friendships while in the summer programs than after they left the programs and returned 
to their home schools.  
In conclusion, findings from these studies showed that, from participants' 
perspectives and adults' perspectives, building friendships with other like-minded and 
like-ability peers in the programs was one of the highlights of the program experience. 
However, these studies all focused on the influences of the whole program. The social 
and emotional effects seemed to come together with the academic affects made and were 
influenced by more informal interactions. This makes it difficult to evaluate which part of 
the program particularly influenced the friendship and which part influenced the social 
and emotional development. Lee et al., (2015) suggested that a more nuanced 
understanding what program component and how the summer residential program can 
affect the social benefits of gifted students would be helpful to the field. Many broad 
issues still remain to be answered, such as what types of social and emotional services 
and supportive social network that high-ability students receive in the university-based 
summer residential programs, how the friendship was formed and influenced, what kind 
of guidance component in the program can reinforce the positive peer interaction, and 
how do these guidance components influence the participants' experience of the whole 
program? All of them warrant further examination as well.  
2.5.2 The Contribution of this Study 
Special summer programs might be one of the most important gifted education 










16,000 students participate annually in summer programs (Lee, Matthews, & Olszewski-
Kubilius, 2008) and talent search summer programs are only one type of summer 
program for high ability students. Previous research on summer programs reported that 
the benefits of participation in the summer program were not only to allow gifted students 
to receive challenging learning experiences, but also to have opportunities to interact 
socially and academically with their intellectual peers.  
The ways the design of the summer program influenced gifted students' social and 
emotional development needs further investigation. Moreover, although many university-
based summer residential programs emphasize that dynamic, residential, and social 
experiences are part of the highlight of the program experience, almost none of the 
research was conducted to examine what has happened during the time outside of the 
courses in the summer residential program and students' perception about these 
experiences. Some of the program staff members incorporated a counseling and 
consultation component into their program (e.g., Holahan & Sawyer, 1986) but these 
consultation services were usually informal and were need-based, with gifted students 
seeking help when they had social and emotional difficulty in the program. In addition, 
the research on minority and ELL high-potential students revealed that a carefully crafted 
summer program, which was particularly designed for them, can have positive influences 
on their psychological development and learning (Matthews & Mellom, 2012). However, 
a summer program that only includes minority and ELL high-potential students also 
limits the opportunity for students to interact socially with other high-ability students 










In this study, I focus on the guidance affective component of one summer 
residential program in a Midwestern university. This guidance affective component is not 
part of the academic learning experience in the summer program and can be viewed as 
part of the residential life experience since the facilitators of the small group discussions 
were the participants’ camp counselors. The research foci included how to design and 
implement an effective GERI Affective Model, how this model influenced the social 
dynamic and climate of the program, and how the gifted students and caring adults in the 
program (i.e., camp counselors) experienced and perceived the GERI Affective Model. 
This GERI Affective Model is developed to help gifted youth learn social skills and 
knowledge related to universal developmental tasks, which may be experienced by all 
adolescents. Since cultural diversity is one of the highlights of this residential program 
and there were many students who came to the summer program through scholarships, I 
am able to investigate what the similar and different experiences of this GERI Affective 











CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
This was a three-year DBR study, which was initiated in 2012 and concluded in 
2014. It included an initial design phase study from 2012 to 2013 and an outcome study 
in 2014. The focus of the initial design phase study was to develop the GERI Affective 
Model (i.e., an affective curriculum model with small-group format for the context of the 
summer program) based on the Peterson's PDA Model, a proactive and developmental 
counseling approach for high-ability students. During the initial design phase, the 
research team revised the model twice based on what we learned in the field. The focus 
of the outcome study was to investigate student and counselor perceptions of the 
effectiveness of the model.   
3.1 Overview 
3.1.1 The Methodological Framework: Design-Based Research 
I chose Design Based Research (DBR) (Brown, 1992; Design-Based Research 
Collective, 2003; Hoadley, 2004; Jen et al., 2015) as the methodological framework for 
this study. The use of DBR was appropriate for the two main reasons. First, it was study 
with a designed intervention in a real context, a summer residential program since 1977.  
Second, the DBR can reflect the dynamic nature of the small affective groups although 










content and interaction in the group are strongly influenced by the group members. What 
really happens might be different from what is planned or what is expected.  
3.1.2 Initial Design Phase (2012-2013)  
The focus of the initial design phase was to develop the GERI affective model in 
content of the summer enrichment program (see Figure 3.1). There were two main 
researchers involved in this phase. Jean Peterson served as a consultant, a professional 
trainer, and a leader of the debriefing meetings and I, as a program assistant and 
counseling coordinator, served as a participant observer. We both took field notes 
independently and met during the program to discuss what we had observed about the 
dynamics of the discussion groups and what we had experienced through interacting with 
the camp counselors, who also served as group facilitators. We also discussed whether 
there were any issues that needed to be addressed immediately. We had a final debriefing 
meeting after the program to document all the possible adjustments to the model for the 
next year. Besides field notes, we also collected survey data from the participants, both 
the group facilitators and the high-ability students. These survey data were not analyzed 
formally in 2012 but were read to get overall feedback on the Model, Based on the 
principles of DBR, all the adjustments we made during the process of developing the 
model were empirically based (Hoadley, 2004).  The third iteration of the model was 
developed during the initial design phase and implemented in 2013.  This version of the 











Figure 3.1. The GERI Affective Model 
 
Note. The n means the number of participants in 2014. Based on the program needs, eight 
camp counselors facilitated a group, 16 camp counselors facilitated two groups, and three 




3.1.3 Outcome Study (2014) 
I conducted the outcome study in 2014. The focus of the outcome study was on 
investigating the effectiveness of the refined GERI Affective Model that had been 
developed during the initial design phase (see Figure 3.1). I conducted one-on-one 










understand their perceptions of the GERI Affective Model. Additionally, I surveyed all 
the participants (n=399) in the program and analyzed the survey data to evaluate the 
results of incorporating small-group affective curriculum into a summer program. 
3.2 Initial Design Phase (2012-2013) 
Following guidance from Collins et al. (2004) on how to report the DBR project, 
we designed and developed the GERI Affective Model through DBR to include three 
aspects: goals and elements of the design, setting where implemented, and description of 
each phase. Because of the different foci of the initial design phase (Section 3.2) and 
outcome study (Section 3.3), they are discussed here separately. The model was 
developed in 2012, implemented for the first time in the summer of 2012, and revised and 
implemented again in the summer of 2013 (see Figure 3.1). The main research question 
of the initial design phase was: Can we design a GERI Affective Model, with small-
group discussion format, that will be delivered by camp counselors in a short-term 
summer residential program? 
3.2.1 The Goals of the GERI Affective Model  
The goals of the GERI Affective Model were to focus on social and emotional 
areas that typically receive little direct or even indirect attention in programs for gifted 
youth and to help gifted youth learn social skills and knowledge related to developmental 
tasks. The approach of the small group was proactive as well as development- and 
growth-oriented. The consulter and trainer, Jean Peterson, whose expertise is in school 
counseling, leading small-group discussion, and counseling gifted students, influenced 
the goals and philosophy of the program. Additionally, she helped design the different 










as group facilitators so they could acquire basic skills in leading the small groups, and 
facilitated debriefings during the program with these group facilitators to help them lead 
their small groups effectively. Her belief that gifted students benefit by sharing their 
concerns, making connections with peers, and learning expressive language in the small 
group guided the model design and influenced the philosophy of the model (see Peterson, 
2007). She described the small-group affective curriculum in this study as: (a) a 
curriculum, which is topic-, development-, and prevention-oriented, and focused on 
development; (b) a curriculum, which helps high-ability students learn and use expressive 
language; (c) a curriculum, which was designed from the idea of being the “whole child” 
(not just a “performer”); (d) a curriculum, which included specific topics addressing 
social and emotional concerns and needs (e.g., identity, career direction, peer 
relationships, emotional differentiation, and autonomy); (e) a curriculum, which helps 
students build meaningful non-academic connections with intellectual peers from diverse 
backgrounds; and (f) a curriculum, which allows the camp counselors to develop a better 
understanding the characteristics of gifted students and provides a better learning 
experience in the program to students than before (personal communication, Peterson, 
2012). Thus, it was also clear that the goal of the small-group affective curriculum was 
not therapy.  
3.2.2 The Elements of the GERI Affective Model 
There are four elements in the GERI Affective Model. These are training (before 
the program and on-site training), the format of the small-group meetings, monitoring and 










These elements and the changes made for to them as model continued in 2013 are 






Table 3.1. Basic Structure of the GERI Affective Model 




Camp counselors were required to finish an online module 
entitled "Developing talent in underserved population."  
Camp counselors were required to finish an online module. 
New counselors studied the module of developing talent in 
underserved population. Returning camp counselors studied 
the module entitled "The social and affective development 




Professional trainer conducted the training.  
Camp counselors participated in a one-hour training about 
the characteristics of high-ability students and a one-hour 
training about brief skills training, information about small-
group dynamics, and an overview of the affective 
curriculum.  
 
Professional trainer conducted the training.  
Camp counselors participated in a three-hour training about 
social and emotional development of high-ability students and 
a three-hour training about facilitator skills training, 
information about small-group dynamics, and an overview of 
the affective curriculum. 
The whole program schedule was also adjusted so that all 
counselors could participate the on-site training. 
 
Format of the  
small-group 
meetings 
Each small-group meeting with the 8-12 teens lasted 45 
minutes. No specific requirements about the meeting place   
Each small-group meeting with the 8-12 teens lasted a hour. 





 subprogram—meet three times per session (a 
























 subprograms met 
six times per session (two week program). 
 
Monitoring 
and support : 
Debriefings 
Professional trainer conducted one-hour debriefings with 














 grade subprograms -two 
debriefings in a session 
Professional trainer conducted one-hour debriefings with camp 














 grade subprograms -two 
debriefings in a session 






Table 3.1 Continued. Basic Structures of the GERI Affective Model 





Camp counselors were told that they were expected to 
join the training and debriefings 
Camp counselors were told that what students shared in 
the small groups would not be able to be documented as a 
part of the final dormitory life feedback. The final 
dormitory life feedback was filled by camp counselors to 
provide to each student at the end of program.   
Camp counselors were told that the training and debriefings are 
required. A staff member was assigned to the program to 
take charge of the dormitory life 
Camp counselors were told that what students shared in the 
small groups would not be able to be documented as a part of 
the final dormitory life feedback. The final dormitory life 
feedback was filled by camp counselors to provide to each 
student at the end of program. 
 
Topics The 5th to 6th grade subprogram- best advice/influencers, 
uniquenesses and similarities, personal strengths & 
limitations, change, bullying, how others see us, high 





 grade subprogram -13 intelligences, 
emotional temperature, stress, encourages& discourages, 
who can we lean on, uniquenesses and similarities, 
expectation, what is maturity, change and loss, three 
selves, what do you differ now from two years ago, 
family roles, future lifestyle and gender expectations, 





 grade subprogram - stereotypes, 
making mistakes, permission, my self-esteem, the dark 
side of competition, change, loss and transition, my story, 
asking “Dumb” questions about college, choosing a 
career, 13 intelligences, emotional temperature, 






 grade subprogram -more than grade and test 
score, permission, intensity, compulsivity, control, social 
concerns, friendships, college questions, fears, stress 





 grade subprogram -gifted, sensitivity and safe 
havens, comfortable, courage, heroes, people magazine, 
when I was at my best, choosing a career, is it harder to be 
an adolescent today? control, sadness-dark thoughts, being 
social , happy, big feelings, alone vs. lonely, cyber-





 grade subprogram -learning style, 
perfectionism, pride vs, arrogance, changes, stress, 
paradoxes, values, sensitivity, rhythm, drawing, best/worse 
advice, questions about college life, career, family 
predictions, becoming separate, sense of humor, having fun, 
being afraid, and endings. 











The camp counselors were trained as group facilitators, not directive leaders of 
the conversation; most of the content came from the teens themselves. Since 2012, the 
camp counselors were required to finish an online module to help them understand the 
characteristics of gifted students prior to starting work in the program. On the day before 
the program started, camp counselors received one day of on-site training. The content of 
the training included characteristics of gifted students, skills for meeting the needs of 
gifted students, and skills for facilitating small group discussions.  
3.2.2.2 Format of the Small Group Meetings 
Eight to 12 students from the same level and gender, but with mixed ethnicity, 
were grouped together in a small group guided by a same-gender camp counselor for out-
of-class activities and the small-group affective curriculum. The group facilitators and 
students had 45 minutes in 2012 and an hour per meeting in 2013 to discuss topics related 





subprogram met three times for the small-group affective curriculum in one session (a 









grade subprogram met seven times in one session (two weeks) in 2012 and six times in 
2013.  
3.2.2.3 Monitoring and Support  
The main monitoring aspect in this study was the debriefing meeting. During the 
program, Peterson conducted hour-long debriefings with the group facilitators, organized 
by grade levels. The group facilitators joined debriefing meetings to report the progress 










encouraged to implement the listening and talking skills they had learned in the training. 
Because the group dynamics of each small group were different, these skills might be 
used differently by the facilitators. Additionally, different group facilitators might have 
personal preferences in using these skills. Therefore, no two group facilitators 
implemented these skills exactly the same way. For instance, some group facilitators used 
short statements to respond to students more than others did. Some group facilitators 
allowed students to lead topics. To understand the variation of the implementation of the 
group work, in each debriefing meeting, Peterson started by asking the question: What 
did you do in your small group and what strategies did you use? Then she checked what 
each group facilitator really did in the small-group meetings every time. These group 
facilitators learned through others’ sharing and received specific suggestions from 
Peterson about what they could do in the next meeting, so the debriefing meetings 
enabled them to continue to develop their skills as facilitators. In the last debriefing of 
each session, the group facilitators shared their overall experiences, observations, and 
suggestions for the program. During the initial design phase, feedback related to the 
small-group affective curriculum in 2012 was documented to improve the model for 2013.  
3.2.2.4 Topics 
The book, Essential Guide for Talking with Gifted Teens, was used as a reference 
book in the curriculum. For most topics, detailed suggestions and background knowledge 
on the topics were cited from this book and included in materials folders for the group 
facilitators. Camp counselors got printed psychoeducational information from the books. 










often used to help the high-ability teens do self-reflection, which was particularly helpful 
for shy teens and teens without proficiency in oral English.  
3.2.3 Setting and Programs 
The initial design phase (2012-2013) took place in a month-long diverse, summer, 
residential, enrichment program at a Midwestern university. The program was designed 
to provide a variety of enrichment courses for high-ability students from fifth to twelfth 
grade. Unlike some other summer “talent search” programs for which applicants need to 
take a test to qualify, the niche of the program studied is offering high-quality, 
challenging enrichment in areas of student interest typically not offered in regular school 
with alternative pathways to eligibility (Gentry, 2011). Students who wanted to 
participate in the summer residential program were required to submit a one- to two-page 
essay or alternative media statement that addressed their desire and motivation to 
participate in the camp as well as to provide two documents that demonstrated their 
involvement in the talent area (i.e., transcript with GPA of 3.5/4.0 (B+), an IQ test result 
with a minimum score of 120, an achievement or aptitude test result at or above the 90th 
percentile, a recommendation letter, awards, or certificates) (Gifted Education Resource 
Institute, 2013). There were 354 high-ability students who participated the program in 
2012, 378 high-ability students in 2013, and 399 high-ability students in 2014. Cultural 
diversity is one of the highlights of this residential program as students come from across 
the United States (e.g., Indiana, Tennessee, California, Navajo reservation) and around 
the world (e.g., Korea, China, Colombia, and Greece). The numbers in the program range 
from 350-450 based on enrollment for each year, with approximately 30% of the students 










summer residential program during the initial phase of the research is displayed in Table 
3.2. The different types of scholarships the students received for the program are 







Table 3.2. Demographic Information on the students in 2012 -2013 
Year Gender Ethnic Background Country Total 
























Note: International and Domestic participants were categorized based on students' geographic and residence information. International 








Table 3.3. Different types of Scholarships the Students Received for the Program in 2012-2013 







Initiatives for Gifted 
Students (DIGS) 
program scholarship  
Shell oil company High potential students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds from 




Evonik company High potential students that are 
interested in STEM courses from 
local area  
2 5 
Financial Aid from 
the University center 
(partial or full) 
 
Advisory Board of 
the Center, other 
donors 





 Scholarship  3.2.4 Jack Kent 
Cooke 
Foundation 
High potential Native American 
students from five reservations  
55 66 












The students participating in the program are divided into three levels by grade. 

















 grade subprogram the can 









 grade subprograms can choose to participate in a 
two-week program for one or two sessions. A typical daily schedule for each program 
includes breakfast, morning class, lunch, afternoon class, recreational activities, dinner, 
small-group affective curriculum discussions, activity sessions, and personal time. 
Students take the subject-based courses based on their interests, such as abnormal 
psychology, nanotechnology, and hands-on math. Besides their academic learning time, 
students also engage in out-of-class activities such as group games (e.g., catch a flag, 
challenging points, gym), and the small-group affective curriculum.  
Young adults who work in the summer enrichment program were called camp 
counselors and were responsible for the students after class. Demographic information for 
the camp counselors in the summer residential program in 2012 to 2013 is displayed in 
Table 3.4.  
Table 3.4. Demographic Information of the Camp counselors in 2012 -2013 
Year Gender Experience Education Total 
Male Female Return New College Graduate school  
2012 10 10 11 9 16 4 20 
2013 12 12 10 14 21 3 24 
 
There were 20 camp counselors in 2012, including a female head counselor; and 










year prior to program implementation, the program’s administrative staff members send 
out application forms to recruit potential candidates for camp counselor positions. The 
basic qualification is that the applicants need to be 18 years old and have finished the first 
semester of college when they are interviewed. The program’s administrative staff 
members select applicants who are viewed as “fitting the program” to join a semi-
structured interview. The criteria include: (a) want to work with high-ability students, (b) 
have the potential to be a positive role model.  They do not necessarily need to have 
experience in counseling. The program’s administrative staff members usually interview 
more applicants than they need and select the best individuals to work in the program 
based on their application, past employee records, references, and interview 
performances. They make hiring decisions based on personal strengths and program 
needs (e.g., gender balance, special language requirements). These camp counselors are 
paid weekly from $500 to $650 based on the age level they work with and how many 
years they have worked in the program. They also receive housing and meals.In the 
program from 2012-2014, these camp counselors took on three main roles: leaders of 
recreational activities, helpers in residential life, and facilitators of the small-group 
affective curriculum. Moreover, these camp counselors were expected to supervise their 
small groups to ensure the students’ safety and be responsible for students’ life in the 
residence hall. 
3.2.4 Description of the Development of the Model in Initial Design Phase (I and II) 
Based on the DBR method, the model went through iterative cycles of design, 
enactment, and redesign from 2012 to 2013. In 2012, when the model was first developed 










from the camp counselors and wrote field notes so that they could use the information to 
revise the model for year two (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). 
3.2.4.1 Participants and Data Collection in Initial Design Phase 
Participants in the internal design phase were all group facilitators in 2012 (n=20) 
and 2013 (n = 24), and high-ability students in 2012 (n=354) and 2013 (n=378). 
Demographic information for the internal design phase participants is listed in Table 3.2 
and Table 3.4. Besides the field notes, three non-standardized questionnaires were created 
to collect feedback from the young-adult group facilitators and high-ability students (see 
Appendix E). The main goal of these instruments was to improve the model. Two 
questionnaires were used in 2012 and 2013. They were the Affective Curriculum 
Feedback Form (camp counselor version) containing four 5-point rating scale questions 
(e.g., the level of your satisfaction with your work as a group facilitator) and five open-
ended questions (e.g., which other (new) topics do you recommend for the future for the 
program you were involved in), and the Affective Curriculum Feedback Form (student 
version) containing six open-ended questions (e.g., your opinion about including 
attention to social/emotional development in a summer camp program). The group 
facilitators and high-ability students were asked to finish these forms after their last 
small-group meeting. The staff read the results informally. In 2013, the high-ability 
students in the program also finished an anonymous online questionnaire, “After Class 
Learning Experience Feedback Survey.” There were 11 5-point rating scale questions and 
one open-ended question (e.g., additional comments?) in this questionnaire. Seven of the 
questions specifically addressed the students’ opinions about their small discussion group 










asked to complete this questionnaire on the last day of the session. There were 378 
students who participated the program in 2013 and 377 (almost 100%) students 
completed the questionnaire. I used inferential statistics to analyze these seven questions.  
The results are discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.3.2.4.2 The Main Adjustments in the 
Initial Design Phase (2012-2013). 
All changes to the model were made based on real experiences in the environment. 
The basic structure of the original GERI Affective Model in 2012 and the adjustments 
that were made for 2013 are displayed in Table 3.1. The research team made two main 
changes to the Model from 2012 to 2013 because of the field experience from year one. 
First, at the end of the program in 2012, the research team found that the schedule of the 
whole program made it impossible for some camp counselors to participate in the on-site 




 grades could choose to participate in the 





 grade could choose to participate in the program in the third and/or fourth 




 grade subprogram could not 
join the on-site training that was scheduled for the day before the whole program started. 





grade subprogram for the first two weeks in July so that all camp counselors could 
participate in the training. Second, the research team and the program administrators 
found that for the small-group affective curriculum to be identified as an important 
component of the program, high quality camp counselors were required because they 










decided to assign a staff member to take charge of interviewing the applicants for camp 
counselor and to help with the residence hall life during the program.  
3.3 Outcome Study (2014) 
The basic structure of the model in 2014 was similar to the Model at the end of 
the initial design phase (2013) because our field observation and evaluation data revealed 
that the model in 2013 was robust. The overarching question of the main study was: How 
does the GERI Affective Model work for differing economic and cultural groups of 
students in this summer program and does it need further modifications before it is 
disseminated? More specifically, does this curriculum address the needs of students from 
low-income families, Native American students form three tribes (i.e., Diné, Ojibwe, 
Lakota), and international populations?  
There are five sub-research questions: 
(1) From the perspective of the group facilitators, is the training component of the model 
adequate? 
(2) From the perspective of the group facilitators, are the monitoring and support 
components (debriefing and administration requirements) of the model adequate? 
(3) From the perspective of the group facilitators, what are the advantages and 
disadvantages of incorporating the GERI Affective Model into the summer 
enrichment program? 
(4) From the perspective of the high-ability students, does the experience of the small-
group affective curriculum help them develop positively in social and emotional areas?  
(5) ) Did returning Native American students perceive any long-term effects of 










Meanwhile, following the methodology of DBR, I also tried to answer six 
reflective questions:  what strengths and challenges were found during the 
implementation? what contributes to an effective intervention? what are the outcomes? 
what are the trade-offs in achieving the valued goals of the intervention? what constraints 
should be satisfied for it success? and what do we learn from the research regarding the 
theories? (Jen et al., 2015). 
3.3.1 The GERI Affective Model in Phase III (2014) 
The goals and elements of the model were similar to those in the model 
implemented in 2013, except that the topics were changed. The list of topic for three 
subprograms in 2014 are listed in Table 3.5. The setting was the same as in the initial 
design phase (i.e., a month-long, diverse, summer residential enrichment program at a 






























Bullying      
How Others See Us 
Ending   
13 Intelligences 




What is Maturity?  




The Dark Side of 
Competition 




Asking “Dumb” Questions 
About College 












Self in Perspective  
Who Can We Lean On? 
Encouragers & 
Discouragers  
Family Roles Future 
Lifestyle and Gender 
Expectations  
Family Values  
An Informal Assessment 
Ending  
Do the Stereotypes Fit? 
Stress 
Worry 
Rating My Self-Esteem 
Small Talk & Social 
Graces  
My Story  
Change/Ending 
 
The GERI Affective Model of phase III (2014) was similar to that in 2013. The 
main difference between 2014 and 2013 was the discussion topics because some high-
ability students may have participated in the summer program more than once, so new 
topics were provided for them to explore.  
3.3.2 Participants 
A total 126 participants agreed to be interviewed for this study, including the 
professional trainer (n=1), group facilitators (n=24, 86%) hired as camp counselors for 
the 2014 summer program, and high-ability students (n= 101, 23%) ages 11 to 18 years 
from several cultures and economic backgrounds who participated in the 2014 summer 










follow-up interviews on the long-term effects of the Affective Curriculum (see below).  
The attributes of the adult participants in the outcome study in 2014, camp counselors, 
are displayed in Table 3.6. Among the 24 camp counselors who participated in this study, 
five of them had school counselor training. Demographic information on the 101 high-
ability student participants in the outcome study in 2014 is displayed in Table 3.7. 
Among them, 44 received scholarships or financial aid.   
Table 3.6. Attributes of the Adult Participants in Outcome Study in 2014 
 Male Female Total  
Returning camp 
counselors 
6 3 9 
First time camp 
counselors 
7 8 15 
Camp counselors with 
school counseling 
training    
2 3 (5) 











Table 3.7. Demographic Information on the Student Participants in Outcome Study in 
2014 
Variable N = 101 
Ethnicity  
   Asia  19 
   Africa American 4 
   Caucasian 33 
   Hispanic 9 
   Native American 29 
   Other/ Mixed Race/No response 7 
     
Gender  
   Male 57 
   Female 44 
  
Country  
  International 24 
  Domestic 77 
  
Scholarship (Financial Aids)  
   Scholarships (partial or full) 44 
   None 57 
  
Subprogram  




 grade subprogram 26 




 grade subprogram 36 




 grade subprogram 32 
    Not participate in the 2014 program  7 
Note: International and Domestic participants were categorized based on students' 
geographic and residence information. International students travel from outside of the 
U.S. Domestic participants were local students lived in the U.S. 
 
 
Since 2012, the Jack Kent Cooke Foundation has funded the HOPE
+
 project, 
Having Opportunities Promotes Excellence for Secondary Students, providing full 
scholarships, airfare, and supplies for approximately 60 high-potential Native American 
students who live in poverty on reservations (i.e., Navajo Nation, Standing Rock, Red 
Lake, Mille Lacs) to attend camp for two weeks (Gentry, 2011). This provided me with 
the opportunity to conduct a more in-depth study of this subgroup. Native American 










Wu, & Castellano, 2014) and counseling resources on the reservations are limited. 
Through the HOPE
+
 project, every year, half of those high-potential Diné, Ojibwe, and 
Lakota students who have participated in the program before have the opportunity to 
attend multiple sessions of the program. Thus, as a subcomponent of the main study, 
among the 101 student participants, I interviewed 24 returning high-potential Native 
American students (i.e., 12 Diné, 6 Ojibwe, 6 Lakota students) to investigate if previous 
small-group discussions may have influenced their lives and plans for careers and college.  
In addition, all of the high-ability students were asked to complete the 
questionnaires, Affective Curriculum Feedback Form (student version) and After Class 
Learning Experience Feedback Form (See Appendix E), and I observed each camp 
counselor, as a group facilitator once when they facilitated their groups. The results of the 
questionnaires and the observations were part of the program evaluation data. Three 
hundred ninety nine students (89%) and 28 (100%) camp counselors provided program 
evaluation data. 
3.3.3 Data Collection 
3.3.3.1 Timeline 
I conducted the outcome study in 2014 and collected all data from May 2014 to 






Table 3.8. Timeline for Data collection in 2014 
Time May-June, 2014 May-July, 2014 July, 2014 July, 2014 July, 2014 July. 2014 







After the first half of 
the small-group 
meetings. 
After the first 
session of each 
grade level 















Data One-on One 






















I worked with a 











I interviewed the 
professional 
trainer three times 
and recorded all 











The consent form 
was sent before 
program and 
collected when the 
students check-in. 
Two  interviewers 
(i.e., a graduate 




during the free time 





during the free 





















The two non-standardized questionnaires, the Affective Curriculum Feedback 
Form (student version) and the After Class Learning Experience Feedback Survey (See 
Appendix E), which were used in the initial design phase were also used in the main 
study. Based on the experiences during initial design phase, I made three changes to the 
Affective Curriculum Feedback Form (student version). I asked students' opinions about 
whether or not incorporating small-group discussion into the summer program was a 
good idea and turned it into an online survey, which was completed on the last day of the 
camp instead of at the last meeting of the small group. The purpose of the two 
questionnaires for the high-ability students, Affective Curriculum Feedback Form 
(student version) and After Class Learning Experience Feedback Survey, was to 
determine whether the high-ability students in the program were satisfied with their 
overall experience in the small-group meetings. Three hundred and ninety-nine students 
(89%) completed the two online questionnaires. 
3.3.3.3 Videos and Documents 
The data from the videotapes (i.e., training, all debriefing meetings) and 
documents (i.e. training materials) in this study were helpful in analyzing and evaluating 
the content of the training and monitoring and support that the professional trainer 
provided. Rosenstein (2002) concluded that one important function of the “videotapes of 
program were to be used as a source of information to be fed back into the program to 
promote improvement, change, or confirmation, of strategies” (p. 23). In other words, the 










Instead, it is to examine whether the program provides or does not provide the 
opportunities for individuals and group to successfully advance the goal of the program.    
The professional trainer, Peterson, was asked to give permission to be video-
recorded when she conducted the training and the debriefing meetings as well as to give 
permission to allow me to analyze the materials used in the training sessions and 
debriefing sessions. She agreed to participate fully in the study. I joined the training and 
debriefing sessions with these group facilitators as a participant observer during the 
program. Being a participant observer enabled me to interpret the data in the context. 
However, due to logistical issues and other program duties, sometimes I was unable to 
participate for the whole meeting.  
There were 165 minutes of training videotapes, which only included the lecture 
and skill demonstration sessions relating to group facilitation and not the lecture on the 
characteristics of gifted students or the practice sessions because it was a training for the 
all program temporary staff members and was not designed to be directly related to the 
GERI Affective Model. There were 633 minutes of videotapes of the 12 debriefing 
meetings.  
I also collected two power points used during the training composed of 59 slides. 
The titles of these two documents were “Small Groups for all Students: Efficient and 
Effective for both Prevention and Intervention” and “Meeting Gifted kids Where they Are: 
Intentional Listening.” 
3.3.3.4 Observations 
I designed a semi-structured counselor observation protocol, Camp Counselor 










(see Appendix F). I designed the COF based on the field notes from the initial design 
phase. Then, I reviewed the draft COF by consulting the experts, including the 
professional trainer of the GERI Affective Model, a professor with a family therapy 
background, and an experienced school counselor to evaluate whether the criteria on the 
COF and the format were appropriated.  
Each camp counselor was observed once for an entire group session (e.g., about 
an hour). An experienced school counselor and I conducted the observations. This 
approach helped me understand the subtle shifts in group dynamics, how group leaders 
functioned, which groups were motivated and which groups struggled. Moreover, I was 
better able to identify what was relevant to the success of the group through these 
persistent observations (Kennedy-Clark, 2013).  
3.3.3.5 Interviews 
Three different kinds of interviews were conducted. First, I interviewed the 
professional trainer, Peterson, about her reasons for incorporating the affective 
curriculum into the summer residential program and her perceptions of the experience. I 
followed a set of semi-structured and open-ended questions (Appendix G.1). I 
interviewed her for 121 minutes before the program, 16 minutes after she had completed 
the first debriefing meetings with the three subprograms and 34 minutes after she had 
conducted all the debriefing meetings. I conducted all the interviews with Peterson. 
Second, 24 group facilitators, including 22 camp counselors, one female head 
camp counselor and one male head camp counselor, agreed to be interviewed. I 
interviewed them all to understand their perceptions of the training, the monitoring, and 










incorporating the GERI Affective Model into the program. The length of the interviews 
ranged from 9 to 62 minutes, with an average of 27 minutes. The shortest one, the nine 
minute interview, was the interview with the male head camp counselor, because he did 
not facilitate a group in the program in 2014. I only asked his opinions and observations 
about incorporating the GERI Affective Model into the program but did not ask about his 
experience of facilitating a group. In addition, I also interviewed one chaperone. He was 
the chaperone of an exchange program. The 14 Colombian students in his group only had 
limited English ability. They participated in program with special arrangements for 
language accommodations (i.e., translators, bilingual instructor and camp counselors). 
Thus, I interviewed him to understand if the Colombian students in his group had 
different experiences from the other students. I conducted all of the camp counselor 
interviews. 
The counselor interviews were semi-structured with a prior interview protocol, 
each question followed with several probing questions (see Appendix G.2). Example 
interview questions for the camp counselors were: What are your opinions about the 
counselor training related to facilitating the small-group discussion? What, if anything, 
did you learn through the training? and What was missing from the training that would 
have helped you? I conducted the interviews after the group facilitators finished 
facilitating one group. For those camp counselors who had previous experience in the 
student program before we implemented the GERI Affective Model (i.e., as a camp 
participant, as a camp counselor), I asked them one additional question: Please describe, 
in as much detail as you are willing to offer, the differences you have seen before and 










Third, I interviewed high-ability students individually to understand their 
experiences of the small-group affective curriculum. The interviews with the students 
were semi-structured (see Appendix G.3) and the lengths of the interviews were 
approximately 10 to 20 minutes. I interviewed the students after they completed at least 
half of their group discussions. Example interview questions for the high-ability students 
were: What is your opinion of the topics discussed in the small group? How do the 
behavior and interaction within your group during the discussions affect (influence) how 
you behave and interact with other group members outside of the group discussions? 
Additionally, in this study, to investigate if the experience of small-group discussion in 
the summer program had influenced the lives of the high-potential Native American 
students (i.e., Diné, Lakota, Ojibwe), I asked the returning Native American students 
from the three tribes two additional questions: How did your experiences in your small 
groups affect or influence your life—in ways that have been evident after you went back 
to school? If you changed, what was one change in you after you participated in the small 
group?  
I conducted some of the student interviews, but not all of them. Three 
interviewers helped me to interview the Native American students from the three tribes 
and one of them helped me interview students during the program. All of these additional 
interviewers had previous experience in qualitative research and had conducted similar 
interviews in other projects. I trained all the interviewers beforehand. We had a meeting 
and I explained the purpose of my study and provided some more student friendly terms 










3.3.4 Data Analysis 
I used inferential statistics, content analysis, and qualitative methods for the data 
analysis under the Design-Based research (DBR) methodological framework (Jen et al., 
2015). I used statistical inference to analyze the After Class Learning Experience 
Feedback Survey and the one question on the Affective Curriculum Feedback Form 
(student version) (See Appendix E). For the videotapes, power point slides, Counselor 
Observation From (COF), I used content analysis (Krippendorff, 2004; Stemler, 2001; 
Wolcott, 2009) to categorize the responses. Along with it, I used qualitative methods, e.g. 
open, axial and selective coding (Corbin & Strauss, 2007; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) to 
access the language of the camp counselors and high-ability students from their 
interviews. Using qualitative methods, I learned how the participants made sense of their 
experiences and summarized their perceptions of the GERI Affective Model (Patton, 
2002).  
3.3.4.1 Questionnaires 
I analyzed the two non-standardized questionnaires, After Class Learning 
Experience Feedback Survey, and one question on the Affective Curriculum Feedback 
Form (student version) to get an overall impression of how the high-ability students 
viewed their experiences with the small-group affective curriculum. I used inferential 
statistics to compare the results by gender, international and domestic students, and 
different subprograms to see if there were any statistically significant differences among 
different sub-groups. Moreover, I compared the results in 2014 with those from 2013 to 
uncover whether there were any potential contextual variables that may have influenced 










3.3.4.2 Videos and Documents 
I used videos to document the content of the training and the debriefing meetings 
and used content analysis (Krippendorff, 2004; Stemler, 2001; Wolcott, 2009) to analyze 
them. In content analysis, Stemler (2001) stated: “the search words that are mentioned 
most often are the words that reflect the greatest concerns.” In this study, one main 
concern was if the training and debriefings helped prepare the camp counselors to 
become effective group facilitators, someone who can use different skills to facilitate the 
group effectively. Thus, the targets of my search were the set of the skills (e.g., active 
listening, complimented, short statement) in my documents (i.e., videotapes, power point 
slides). Later, I analyzed the search results to understand what skills, and the massages 
regarding the important of each skill that the professional trainer delivered. I used the 
skills checklist I created to categorize the skills mentioned and to note how many times 
the professional trainer mentioned each skill in the training and the debriefing meetings.  
Moreover, when watched the videotapes, I took notes to label the purpose and 
function of different time periods during the training and debriefing. For example, in the 





 subprogram on July 3, 2014, I wrote note“ Peterson asked how are 
you doing as a group facilitator and how are the groups going? The camp counselors took 
turns to share and Peterson provided feedback” to label the first 3 minutes 18 seconds to 
8 minutes 10 seconds of the meeting. Later, I further clustered these field notes to find 
patterns and evaluate the content Peterson has provided and to investigate what 










together with the interview feedback from the camp counselors regarding the training and 
debriefing meetings in the first section of the results.    
3.3.4.3 Observations 
There were two layers of intervention in the GERI Affective Model: (a) the 
professional trainer helped prepare the camp counselors to be group facilitators and (b) 
the camp counselors, as group facilitators, facilitated discussions with high-ability 
students in the small groups (See Figure 3.1). There were total of 49 discussion groups in 
the program in 2014. I used the Counselor Observation Form (COF), a structured 
observation form, to conduct persistent observations in order to identify what was 
relevant to the success of the groups. Since I observed the camp counselors once each, 
the results were not used to judge whether a particular camp counselor was an effective 
group facilitator. Instead, I used a content analysis approach (Krippendorff, 2004) to 
analyze these 28 observations as a whole to portray what small group discussion looked 
like within the summer enrichment program. Krippendorff, (2004) recommend to use the 
unitization process to conduct content analysis on observations to collectively support 
exhibit patterns that single cases cannot reveal. According to Krippendorff, (2004), 
researchers use three types of units in content analysis: sampling units, recording/coding 
units, and context units. In this study, COF observation results were sampling units, 
which contained raw data for coding was selected and separated from the larger sampling 
units. In the COFs, the observers documented what they saw about the actions, strengths 
and weaknesses of the group facilitators. These different pieces (i.e., actions, strengths, 
weaknesses) served as coding units. For example, the observer wrote “Nice job 










returning camp counselor on June 30, 2014. This is a strength-coding unit. The third type 
of unit is considered a context unit. Krippendorff described context units as "units of 
textual matter that set limits on the information to be considered in the description of 
recording [coding] units" (p. 101). In this study, the context units were the whole 





grade male group, the observer wrote, “He had 7 Chinese boys in his group 
who spoke limited English... When students began to converse in Chinese in group ...this 
caused an uneasiness in the group because not everyone understood what was being said.” 
The results of the analysis of the COFs served as triangulation for what happened in the 
group and is discussed with other findings (See Appendix H). This analysis was used as 
supplementary information to understand what happened in the groups. The actual 
analysis and results of the COFs can be found in Appendix H.       
3.3.4.4 Interview Data from the Camp Counselors 
For the interviews, I analyzed the camp counselors' interviews first because they 
experienced both layers of intervention of the model. I used qualitative analysis methods 
to analyze the camp counselors’ interviews to understand their perceptions of and self-
reflections on their experiences with the GERI Affective Model. I used an inductive and 
cross-case analytic approach (Corbin & Strauss, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 
2002; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Patterns, themes, categories, and findings emerged from 
the data. Following the steps described by Corbin and Strauss (2007), with the computer 
software called Nvivo 10 (International, 2012), I used open coding, without 
predetermined categories, followed by axial coding for these analyses. Research 










initial data analysis process (Jen et al., 2015; Miles & Huberman, 1994). To examine if 
previous relevant training in group work influences the perceptions of group facilitators, I 
made a data matrix to display the differences among the group facilitators based on their 
previous relevant training in group work. Selective coding of all data sources was used as 
the final step in the analysis, when there was a need (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). When I 
reported the data from the camp counselors, I created pseudonyms for each of them. 
3.3.4.5 Interview Data from the High-Ability Students 
I used similar qualitative methods (Corbin & Strauss, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 
1994; Patton, 2002; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) to analyze the interview data from the high-
ability students. I analyzed the interview data from these high-ability students after I 
finished interpreting the data from the group facilitators. This helped me to understand if 
the students really experienced what the group facilitators said they delivered in the 
small-group meetings. 
In order to investigate if different characteristics and backgrounds of students 
influence their experiences in small-group meetings, I analyzed the data from each 
student interview on a case-by-case basis and then I examined the high-ability students’ 
responses by gender, subprogram, ethnic background, and scholarship status to see if 
there were any differences among them. Miles and Huberman (1994) described this step 
as pattern clarification, a technique that helps identify the key variables and find 
connections between each case and these themes. Additionally, I analyzed the data from 
the returning Native American students on the long-term outcomes of the GERI Affective 
Model separately. This analysis helped me to determine if these returning Native 










influences after their participation in the small-group discussion in the prior year. When 
presenting quotes from the high-ability students' interviews, I did not create pseudonyms 
for each student because I was more interested in patterns across students. Instead, when I 
quoted from the student interviews, in the source, I listed the attributes of the students 
(e.g., gender, subprogram, if he/she got the scholarship).  
3.3.4.6 Overall Analysis Strategies 
I triangulated the data from the different sources to answer my research questions 
and the reflective questions of the DBR methodological framework (Jen et al., 2015). 
There are three parts to the results in Chapter 4. First, I presented the program evaluation 
data, which summarizes the overall feedback and experiences of the high-ability students. 
The second part is the model. In a DBR study, the model is also part of the outcomes of 
the study. I combined the analyses of the videos, the camp counselors' interviews, and the 
high-ability students' interviews to examine the four elements of the model. For the third 
part, I used the reflective questions of the DBR methodological framework as the outline 
and combined the qualitative analysis approach with selective coding to answer these 
reflective questions. There are five reflective questions in DBR methodology: (a) what 
the contributions to an effective intervention are, (b) what the outcomes are, (c) what the 
trade-offs in achieving the valued goals of the intervention are, (d) what constraints 
should be satisfied for its success, and (e) what was learned from the research to enrich 
the theories. I answered the first four reflective questions in Chapter 4, with an emphasis 










3.4 Ensuring Trustworthiness in Both Phases of the Study 
3.4.1 Role of the Researcher 
I had several roles in this research. I was the lead researcher, a member of several 
research teams, and a staff member for the summer program. I was aware of my potential 
biases so I self-reflected on them before I analyzed the data (See Appendix I.1-I.5). In the 
model development process, I was an assistant to the professional trainer , Jean Peterson. 
This role gave me the opportunity to learn about her educational beliefs when 
implementing the small-group affective curriculum in the summer program and helped 
me to develop an interview protocol. During the program in all three years, I provided 
administrative support for the implementation of the GERI Affective Model. The 
interaction with these camp counselors and high-ability students helped establish 
trustworthy relationships between them and me. My understanding of the summer 
program helped me interpret the data in the social context. However, my first and main 
bias might be my expectation to see positive effects from the model even though I 
designed the study from a discovery-oriented perspective. Thus, I used data from the 
survey to avoid selective bias because the participants who would be interviewed might 
belong to some specific types (e.g., they prefer to use words to express themselves; they 
have only strong positive or negative opinions and really want to share them). All the 
high-ability students completed the survey because it was part of the program data. Using 
the survey data from the whole program helped balance the issue of having only a few of 










3.4.2 Reducing Biases 
Besides using different sources of data to examine the effectiveness of the model, 
I also adopted three additional strategies in the outcome study to reduce potential biases.   
3.4.2.1 Writing Theoretical Memos 
I wrote four theoretical memos during the initial stage of the 2014 data analysis to 
reflect on my own and the other interviewer’s biases and to describe my initial thoughts 
about the data (Corbin & Strauss, 2007). Sometimes, DBR researchers face the challenge 
of how to analyze large amounts of data because they try to collect as much as data as 
possible to capture what happened in the field (Jen et al., 2015). Thus, I felt one of the 
theoretical memos, entitled “data collection and data analysis plan,” was particularly 
important (see Appendix I.2). I wrote this one before I started the outcome data analysis 
process to help myself have a logical plan to analyze the data. After I finished all the data 
analysis, I conducted member checks and then, I wrote my fifth theoretical memo. In this 
theoretical memo, I reported how my findings were aligned with the experience of these 
participants. Additionally, I reflected in the last one about some different perspectives 
among the participants who helped conduct the member checking (See Appendix I.5).   
3.4.2.2 Peer Review 
I used a peer review as a strategy to reduce bias in the data analysis process 
(Merriam, 2002). My co-chair, Dr. Sidney Moon served as a peer to help me examine my 
analysis. Through regular discussion and email exchange, she provided feedback on my 










3.4.2.3 Member Checking 
I invited three adult participants to help member check during and after I analyzed 
the data , but before I wrote the discussion (Merriam, 2002). Using member checking as a 
strategy to reduce the is appropriate in this DBR study. In a DBR study, practitioners and 
researchers are shared community because the researchers respect the expertise and 
insightful knowledge of these practitioners (Jen et al., 2015). In this study, the camp 
counselors were the practitioners because they lived in the dormitory with high-ability 
students and understood the nuances of residential life in the summer program. The other 
reason that I asked adults to participate was because I interviewed 101 students and the 
experiences among the students varied. I was able to find the themes among them 
throughout the analysis but specific students might not agree with some interpretations. 
Thus, I contacted three adults by email. The first one was the professional trainer , the 
second one was a new camp counselor in 2014 and was the male head counselor in 2015, 
and the third one was a new camp counselor in 2012 and the female head camp counselor 
in 2013 and 2014. The last one did not work in the program in 2015. I incorporated their 
feedback in the final data analysis and report of results. To address the feedback more 
specifically, I wrote a final theoretical memo entitled, “final thoughts about the member 











CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
Findings in the outcome study, of the implementation of the revised GERI 
Affective Model, and final reflective thoughts are two components of the final phase of 
this DBR project. As suggested by Collins et al. (2004), DBR researchers should include 
three aspects in their final report. These aspects are the goals and elements of the design, 
the setting where the design was implemented, and the description of each phase. 
Additionally, Jen et al. (2015) suggested that DBR researchers should conduct a final 
reflection. They suggested that DBR researchers should address six reflective questions: 
what strengths and challenges were found during the implementation? what contributed 
to an effective intervention? what were the outcomes? what were the trade-offs in 
achieving the valued goals of the intervention? what constraints should be satisfied for its 
success? and what did we learn from the research to enrich theories? I followed the 
suggestions from Collins et al. (2004) and Jen et al. (2015) when organizing Chapter 4. 
The setting, a month-long diverse summer residential enrichment program at a 
Midwestern university, and the description of each phase, were discussed thoroughly in 
Chapter 3. In chapter 4, I present the 2014 program evaluation results first (Section 4.1) 
to demonstrate students' overall experiences with the affective curriculum. In the second 










employed in 2014 so that readers are able to understand how the model was implemented 
at that time. In addition, I made suggestions for modification to answer the research 
question about whether the model needs further modifications before it is disseminated. 
This second section of the results also represents the first final reflections, i.e. the 
strengths and challenges found during implementation (Jen et al., 2015).  
In the third section of the findings (Section 4.3), I make assertions by analyzing 
the various sources of data to answer other reflective questions that DBR researchers 
usually have after a DBR study. These final reflections include the contributions to an 
effective intervention, the outcomes, the trade-offs in achieving the valued goals of the 
intervention, and what constraints should be satisfied for its success (Jen et al., 2015). I 
discuss the remaining final reflective question:  i.e., What was learned from the research 
to enrich the theory, in Chapter 5.   
4.1 Program Evaluation Results  
Results of the end-of-program questionnaire revealed that the high-ability 
students who participated in the summer residential program had positive experiences 
with the small-group discussions in 2013 and 2014. Their overall positive experience 
contributes to the positive tone of Chapter 4.  
4.1.1 Results of the Program Evaluation in 2013 
Participants in the 2013 summer residential program were 378 high-ability 
students, of whom 377 (almost 100 %) completed the After Class Learning Experience 
Feedback Form, which consisted of a 5-point Likert-type rating scale regarding 
dormitory life. The descriptive statistic results are provided in Table 4.1. Overall, the 










participating in group discussions and recognized that their camp counselors were 
capable of facilitating the group 
Table 4.1. The Program Evaluation Results for the GERI Affective Model in 2013 
 All 
n = 377 
 M  SD 
The counseling group experience as a whole 
4.05 0.97 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling group 
4.33 0.86 
My counselor's skill to communicate with me 
4.40 0.84 




The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group 
4.16 0.96 




The respect that the other members of my counseling 
group showed toward me 4.29 0.85 
Note. 1=poor; 5=excellent. 
 
I conducted an independent samples t-tests and ANOVA to understand if there 
was any difference among the 2013 students with different genders, the international and 













 grade) (see Table 4.2, Table 4.3, and Table 4.4). The alpha 
level was adjusted to .002 by using the Bonferroni adjustment to reduce the probability 
Type I error. Only one statistically significant difference was found: “the respect that the 
other members of my counseling group showed toward me,” between the international 












=0.32). It appears that the international high-ability students in the summer program 
perceived that they received more respect from their group members than the domestic 
students reported. However, the p value was marginal (.002) and the effect size was small. 
Hence, sample sizes may have influenced the difference. All together, the results 
suggested that the high-ability students experienced the small-group discussion positively 








Table 4.2. Independent T-Test of Gender Differences in Perceptions of the Small-Groups During 2013 
 
Male 
N = 196 
M  (SD) 
Female 
N = 175 
M (SD) 
t d 
The counseling group experience as a whole 4.03 (1.00) 4.05 (0.93) 0.21 - 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling group 4.32 (0.81) 4.33 (0.91) 0.07 - 
My counselor's skill to communicate with me 4.38 (0.82) 4.34 (0.87) 0.28 - 
My counselor's respect for every member of the 
counseling group 
 
4.64 (0.64) 4.70 (0.64) 0.90 - 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group 4.23 (0.89) 4.08 (1.03) 1.46 - 
The respect I felt for the other members of my counseling 
group 
 
4.42 (0.68) 4.51 (0.68) 1.24 - 
The respect that the other members of my counseling 
group showed toward me 
4.21 (0.91) 4.37 (0.78) 1.82 - 










Table 4.3. Independent T-Test of Small-Group experience in Perceptions between International and Domestic Students in 2013 
 
International 
N = 127 
M  (SD) 
Domestic 
N = 242 
M  (SD) 
t d 
The counseling group experience as a whole 4.15 (0.91) 3.99 (1.00) 1.53 - 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling group 4.27 (0.83) 4.35 (0.88) 0.86 - 
My counselor's skill to communicate with me 4.31 (0.86) 4.45 (0.81) 1.55 - 
My counselor's respect for every member of the 
counseling group 
 
4.63 (0.58) 4.69 (0.65) 0.98 - 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group 4.18 (0.87) 4.15 (1.00) 0.34 - 
The respect I felt for the other members of my 
counseling group 
 
4.54 (0.60) 4.42 (0.72) 1.73 - 
The respect that the other members of my counseling 
group showed toward me 
4.46 (0.69) 4.20 (0.91) 3.07* 0.32 
* p < 002, using Bonferroni adjustment. 
 
Note. International and Domestic participants were categorized based on students' geographic and residence information. 









Table 4.4. The Summary of the Differences among Subprogram in Perceptions of the Small-Group Experience in 2013 
 
M (SD) 
F 2 Scheffe Post Hoc test 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
The counseling group experience as a 
whole 
4.02 (0.92) 3.92 (1.06) 4.20 (0.92) 2.53 .01 - 
My counselor's skill to lead the 
counseling group 
4.30 (0.91) 4.28 (0.84) 4.41 (0.82) 0.79 .00 - 
My counselor's skill to communicate 
with me 
4.35 (0.87) 4.35 (0.83) 4.40 (0.81) 1.09 .00 - 
My counselor's respect for every 
member of the counseling group 
4.57 (0.75) 4.69 (0.62) 4.75 (0.49) 2.67 .01 - 
The level of comfort I felt in the 
counseling group 
4.04 (1.02) 4.15 (0.95) 4.31 (0.88) 2.48 .01 - 
The respect I felt for the other 
members of my counseling group 
4.43 (0.67) 4.50 (0.67) 4.48 (0.72) 0.37 .00 - 
The respect that the other members of 
my counseling group showed toward 
me 
4.19 (0.87) 4.29 (0.94) 4.40 (0.74) 2.04 .01 - 
* p <.002, using Bonferroni adjustment. 
 


























4.1.2 Results of the Program Evaluation in 2014 
Participants in the 2014 summer residential program were 446 high-ability 
students, of whom 399 (89.46%) completed the After Class Learning Experience 
Feedback Form, which consisted of a 5-point Likert-type rating scale regarding 
dormitory life. Seven of the 11 items on the survey were related to the students' 
perceptions of their camp counselors, small-group experiences, and small-group members. 
In another open-ended questionnaire, Summer Residential Affective Curriculum Feedback 
Form, there were six open-end questions and one 5-point Likert-type rating question 
regarding whether incorporating small-group meetings in the summer program is a good 
idea. The 2014 results revealed that the high-ability students' general experiences with the 
affective curriculum model were positive.   
The descriptive statistic results are provided in Table 4.5. Overall, the students 
provided positive feedback about the affective experience. They felt comfortable 
participating in group discussions and recognized that their camp counselors were 
capable of facilitating the group. Most felt that the incorporation of the affective 
curriculum in the summer residential program was a good idea, although the mean of this 













Table 4.5. The Program Evaluation Results on the GERI Affective Model in 2014 
 All 
n = 399 
 M  SD 
The counseling group experience as a whole 4.11  0.97 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling group 4.43  0.84 
My counselor's skill to communicate with me 4.40  0.89 
My counselor's respect for every member of the 
counseling group 
4.58  0.80 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group 4.18  0.98 
The respect I felt for the other members of my 
counseling group 
4.46  0.78 
The respect that the other members of my counseling 
group showed toward me 
4.40  0.81 
Incorporating small-group meetings in the summer 
program is a good idea 
3.88  1.17 
Note. 1=poor; 5=excellent. 
 
 
To understand if there were any differences among the different groups of the 
high-ability students in the program. I conducted independent sample t-tests to compare 
the reports of the male and the female students, the international and the domestic 













 grade). Because I 
compared three times, which increases the probability of a Type I error, the alpha level 
was adjusted to .002 by using the Bonferroni adjustment. Table 4.6 shows the results of 
the independent sample t-test between genders. As shown in Table 4.6, there was no 
statistically significant difference between boys and girls. Table 4.7 illustrates the results 












students. As shown in Table 3, there was no statistically significant difference between 
the international and the domestic high-ability students in 2014.  
To understand if there were any differences among the different groups of the 
high-ability students in the program. I conducted independent sample t-tests to compare 
the reports of the male and the female students, the international and the domestic 













 grade). Because I 
compared three times, which increases the probability of a Type I error, the alpha level 
was adjusted to .002 by using the Bonferroni adjustment. Table 4.6 shows the results of 
the independent sample t-test between genders. As shown in Table 4.6, there was no 
statistically significant difference between boys and girls. Table 4.7 illustrates the results 
of the independent sample t-test between the international and domestic high-ability 
students. As shown in Table 3, there was no statistically significant difference between 












M  (SD) 
Female 
n = 188 
M (SD) 
t d 
The counseling group experience as a whole 4.09 (0.97) 4.15 (0.99) 0.71 - 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling group 4.36 (0.86) 4.53 (0.80) 2.04 - 
My counselor's skill to communicate with me 4.38 (0.88) 4.43 (0.89) 0.49 - 
My counselor's respect for every member of the 
counseling group 
 
4.52 (0.83) 4.65 (0.78) 1.58 - 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group 4.14 (0.96) 4.22 (1.00) 0.72 - 
The respect I felt for the other members of my counseling 
group 
 
4.37 (0.83) 4.56 (0.72) 2.36 - 
The respect that the other members of my counseling 
group showed toward me 
4.40 (0.79) 4.43 (0.83) 0.41 - 
Incorporating small-group meetings in the summer 
program is a good idea 
3.89 (1.20) 3.87 (1.13) 0.19 - 










Table 4.7. Independent t-Test of Small-Group experience in Perceptions between International and Domestic Students in 2014 
 
International 
n = 153 
M  (SD) 
Domestic 
n = 241 
M  (SD) 
t d 
The counseling group experience as a whole 4.12 (1.04) 4.12 (0.93) 0.03 - 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling group 4.37 (0.90) 4.48 (0.79) 1.26 - 
My counselor's skill to communicate with me 4.38 (0.93) 4.41 (0.86) 0.34 - 
My counselor's respect for every member of the 
counseling group 
 
4.56 (0.88) 4.59 (0.76) 0.34 - 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group 4.27 (0.94) 4.13 (1.00) 1.41 - 
The respect I felt for the other members of my 
counseling group 
 
4.53 (0.74) 4.43 (0.77) 1.22 - 
The respect that the other members of my counseling 
group showed toward me 
4.52 (0.76) 4.34 (0.83) 2.21 - 
Incorporating small-group meetings in the summer 
program is a good idea 
4.03 (1.11) 3.80 (1.19) 1.86 - 
* p <.002, using Bonferroni adjustment. 
 
Note. International and Domestic participants were categorized based on students' geographic and residence information. International 












A one-way ANOVA was conducted to understand if there were differences 













in their group experiences in 2014 (see Table 4.8). The high-ability students in the three 
subprograms were significantly different on four questions. First, there was a significant 
difference among the three subprograms, F(2, 384) = 6.32, p < .01,    = 0.03 with regard to 
the question, “the counseling group experience as a whole.” A Scheffe post hoc test 




 subprogram reported better group 




subprogram. Second, there was a statistically 
significant difference among the three subprograms, F (2, 385) =6.52, p < .002,    = 0.03 
on the question, “The respect I felt for the other members of my counseling group.” A 









subprogram. Third, there was a statistically significant difference among the three 
subprograms, F (2, 384) = 10.36, p < .002,    = 0.05 on the question, “The respect that the 
other members of my counseling group showed toward me.” A Scheffe post hoc test 




 subprogram perceived that they 





In summary, in 2014 high school students appeared to view the affective groups 
































The counseling group experience as a whole 4.13 (0.84) 3.90 (1.06) 4.33 (0.96) 6.32
*
 .03 Group 3 >  Group 2 
My counselor's skill to lead the counseling 
group 
4.54 (0.63) 4.30 (0.99) 4.46 (0.85) 2.84 .02 
- 
My counselor's skill to communicate with 
me 
4.41 (0.85) 4.36 (0.93) 4.42 (0.90) 0.17 
.00 - 
My counselor's respect for every member of 
the counseling group 
4.56 (0.81) 4.54 (0.85) 4.64 (0.75) 0.61 .00 
- 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling 
group 
4.09 (1.10) 4.06 (0.94) 4.40 (0.98) 4.59 .02 - 
The respect I felt for the other members of 
my counseling group 
4.43 (0.80) 4.33 (0.87) 4.67 (0.59) 6.52
*
 .03 Group 3 >  Group 2 
The respect that the other members of my 
counseling group showed toward me 
4.34 (0.84) 4.24 (0.94) 4.68 (0.55) 10.36
*
 .05 Group 3 >  Group 2 
Incorporating small-group meetings in the 
summer program is a good idea 




* p <.002, using Bonferroni adjustment. 
 

























4.1.3 Comparison of the Evaluations in 2013 and in 2014 
I compared the program evaluation results in 2014 with those from 2013 to 
determine if these were statistically significant differences across cohorts. If I could only 
find significant differences in one of the years, this might mean that the difference were 
idiosyncratic, not systematic. There were no statistically significant results on the same 
item over the two years. 
In summary, the results of the program evaluation data suggested that students 
had positive responses to the affective curriculum.. Although I found several statistically 
significant differences in the program evaluation data in 2013 and 2014, I viewed 
majority of the differences as small, contextual differences, which were influenced by 
program dynamics and personalities in specific years, rather than as systematic 
differences in how different groups of students perceived the Model.  
4.2 The Goals and Elements of the GERI Affective Model 
The four elements of the GERI Affective Model are training (before the program 
and on-site), format of small-group meetings, monitoring and support components 
(debriefing meetings and administration requirements), and topics. I discuss each element 
separately.  
4.2.1 Training 
In the model, the training is unique because the purpose of the training is to 
prepare lay people, camp counselors, to become group facilitators in the GERI Affective 
Model for high-ability students. This preparation is rare in the field of gifted education 
and such training has never been examined. I interviewed Peterson prior to the program, 












their perspectives about their experiences. Analysis revealed the training elements of this 
model, feedback about the training, and suggestions to address what was missing from 
the training that would have helped these camp counselors facilitate groups.. 
4.2.1.1 The Structure and Content of the Training 
In the first interview with Peterson prior to the program, she explained her 
educational beliefs about training laypeople to facilitate small groups in the summer 
program, which influenced how she designed the training. At one point, she said the 
following:   
The training of these lay people is going to help the program during the challenge 
[activities] time, at dinner if they are eating with the kids, if they are dealing with 
a crisis. And, I am totally aware that we have got a lot of students that come here 
as campers who are saying - I know they have never had something like a small 
group experience before... “I am hearing what other people think.” So that really 
adds to the atmosphere of a summer residential experience. It is an atmosphere 
that is created...I think it takes away arrogance because nobody is above anybody 
else when it comes to social and emotional (Peterson, interview, May 23, 2014). 
I took field notes when I watched each of the training and debriefing meeting 
videos. I summarized the notes and presented them as the analysis of the content. The 
results of the analysis of the training video revealed that camp counselors received four 
and half hours of training, including self-reflecting on who they were; sharing previous 
experiences; practicing skills in pairs (e.g., active listening, communicating non-verbally, 
reflecting feelings, favoring short-statements over questions); listening to a lecture by 












and practicing three small-group discussions for an hour. When Peterson was asked about 
how she planned to provide the training, she explained, “The big other component is 
actual skills training. So, we go through these basic skills, but it is more than that” 
(Peterson, interview, May 23, 2014). She also made this statement at the beginning of the 
training: “The skills part is so essential” (Peterson, Morning training, June 31, 2014). 
Thus, the skill preparation could be viewed as one of the most important aspects of the 
training. As I mentioned in chapter 3, The Counselor Observation Form (COF, See 
Appendix F) was developed prior to the program, based on skills Peterson thought were 
most important for effective group facilitation. I used the skills listed on the COF to 
create a checklist to examine if Peterson provided training for each skill and when she 
gave attention to each skill. Nine main skills were listed on the COF. These skills and 





















































1 2 0 1 0 1 4 
Complimented 
-individual        
-group 
2 1 4 1 1 1 8 
Confidentiality 1 6 0 1 2 1 10 
Demonstrated 
understanding 
of the topic 
1 1 0 1 0 0 2 




1 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Poised enough 1 4 3 0 1 0 8 




2 3 1 1 0 3 8 
Process 0 3 1 1 0 0 5 
“Don't do” 
skills 
0 4 1 3 0 1 9 
Note. 1. How many times these skills have been listed on the COF 2. How many times 
these skills were mentioned in that meetings (i.e., training, different stages of debriefing) 
3. How many total times these skills were mentioned (The more it was mentioned, the 













By comparing the skill checklist and the content of the training, I ascertained the 
quality of the skill preparation: the training met expectations. Peterson provided training 
for all of the skills listed on the COF before the camp counselors began to facilitate the 
small-group discussions. She taught them through several approaches, including 
explaining the concepts associated with the skills (e.g., open-ended questions, 
confidentiality), demonstrating how to use the skills (e.g., short statements, remaining 
poise), and providing opportunities for the camp counselors to practice some skills (e.g., 
active listening). However, as is evident in Table 4.5, Peterson emphasized each skill 
differently. For example, she discussed “confidentiality” six times during the training, 
more than any other skill. That repetition was appropriate because when the camp 
counselors began their small group, they first were to communicate that although 
confidentiality in groups cannot be guaranteed, it is nonetheless important; and that 
respecting privacy and not repeating, outside of the group, what is said within the group, 
is essential to trusting and feeling comfortable in the group. I noticed during observation 
of what Peterson did throughout the training, and later during analysis, that processing 
was a skill she discussed and modeled multiple times, although it was not listed as a basic 
facilitation skill in the COF. Meanwhile, related to the content of the training, I created a 
skill category entitled “Don't do” skills. I found that Peterson not only trained the camp 
counselors in what they should do in the groups, but also taught them what they should 
not do. For example, in the training, Peterson used a power point as training material. On 
slides 17 to 25 of one power point, titled “Meeting gifted kids where they are: Intentional 
listening”, Peterson listed 12 behaviors they should avoid during group facilitation and 












arms or lean back; Don’t ...criticize, preach, judge, shame, blame, give advice, bombard; 
Don’t be upset by tears; Don’t act bored; Don’t talk about yourself; Don’t use should or 
shouldn’t; Don’t use why; Don’t be afraid of their feelings; Don’t say that’s nothing to be 
upset about; Don’t feel responsible for “fixing” them; Don’t assume you know everything 
you need to know. Let them inform/teach you; Don’t catastrophize ” (Peterson, Training 
material, June 31, 2014). 
4.2.1.2 Feedback on the Training 
After they had facilitated at least one group, I interviewed these camp counselors 
to hear their perspectives about the training. Overall, the camp counselors provided 
positive feedback about the training. None of them viewed their training experience as 
negative. They reported that the four and one half hours training was good, adequate, and 
helpful. One said “The training is very good” (Gary, interview, July 22, 2014). One camp 
counselor with actual school counselor training evaluated the content of the training as 
“Dr. Peterson's content for the training is, I think, sufficient for what you need to 
accomplish with the curriculum in this setting” (Hanna, interview, July 22, 2014). A first-
time camp counselor also said, “It definitely helped to have her kind of teach us how to 
ask questions and kind of how to be a counselor rather than like a friend or something. 
That helped out a lot” (Fiona, interview, July 12, 2014). When I asked these camp 
counselors what they had learned in the training, all of them were able to name something 
specific that they had learned. For instance, the camp counselors mentioned the skills 
they had learned, including “using the body language” (Owen, interview, July 15, 2014) 
and “open-ended questions” (Lily, interview, July 1, 2014). Others mentioned an attitude 












thing I learned was that it is not about giving them an answer. It is about reassuring that 
you are listening to them, and that you're understanding them” (Anna, interview, July 10, 
2014). 
Because of the program schedule, the camp counselors received four and one half 
hours of training in one day. They felt that the day of training was long and admitted that 
when they were tired, they did not learn well. One said, “It was a little overwhelming, 
and I would say probably by the afternoon the majority of people had lost their attention” 
(Jason, interview, July 10, 2014). Another said, “I just feel like it was a really elongated 
process” (Justin, interview, July 12, 2014). When these camp counselors reflected on the 
issue, instead of decreasing the time of training, they focused on how to engage people's 
attention. Two suggestions included watching a video on the training day and adjusting 
some training content to the day these camp counselors arrived for the program, a day 
before the training day. 
4.2.1.3 Suggestions for the Training 
These camp counselors made two suggestions for improving the training element. 
First, five mentioned they would like to have more opportunities to practice how to 
facilitate a group during the training. One first-time camp counselor also said, “I think 
having more practice with that if it's like pairing up and having two people pretend like 
asking questions” (Bella, interview, July 05, 2014). Two camp counselors with school 
counselor training suggested that creating a mock group and making people role play as 
members may help people see the group dynamic. One articulated what he thought could 












It could be us and then one facilitator who is acting as a facilitator and we could 
act as kids and we would have, like, roles. Like, I would be like a person who 
does not talk or another person would be a person who does not want to share or 
like talks a lot or like interrupts, like on purpose, and seeing different scenarios 
and kind of working through different scenarios and see how. And then, seeing 
how the counselor and the facilitator would react and then you would give them 
feedback on what is appropriate to say (Lucas, interview, July 18, 2014). 
Second, three camp counselors said they would like to learn some skills regarding 
to how to manage group behavior. It is interesting that these three camp counselors were 




 grade subgroup. The female 
camp counselor said, “I think maybe just a little bit more addressing how to manage 
because there are going to be groups that have kids who get a little bit crazy sometimes,” 
(Anna, interview, July 10, 2014). The other two male camp counselors said, “I would 
have appreciated a little bit more, like how to keep kids on task and like, structure it 
more,” (Andy, interview, July 22, 2014) and, “Maybe a little more preparation on how to 
handle situations of discipline or like if kids aren't listening to you,” (Jay, interview, July 
12, 2014). These three groups did not have more behavior issues or worse group manners 
than other groups. In fact, through the observations based on the COF, two of these 
groups were identified as “group management was adequate” and all three camp 
counselors were identified as “meets all requirements” or above. These suggestions may 




 grade high-ability students, 
they want to learn more skills to manage their groups better and help their students focus 












4.2.2 The Format of Small-Group Meetings of the Model 
The format of the small-group meetings concluded three aspects: (a) group size (8 
to 12 students per group); (b) an hour-long meeting between 6:15 and 7:15 pm; and (c) 




 grade students and six 









grade students. I observed that the format of the group meetings was strongly associated 
with the residential program; the residential program was the context of this study. The 
enrollment of the residential program and each of the subprograms influenced the group 
size. The schedule for the entire residential program, as well as other activities on the 
program agenda, influenced how long and how frequently the small-group meetings 
occurred. The feedback and suggestions of camp counselors and high-ability students on 
the format of the small group meetings might make the small-group meetings more 
effective. 
4.2.2.1 Feedback on the Format 
When I asked the camp counselors to describe their groups, out of 24 camp 
counselors who participated in the interviews, 15 mentioned the group size. Particularly, 
seven of them expressed their concerns regarding having a large group, with over 10 
group members, and how this seemed to influence the group dynamic. Olivia, a returning 
female 9
th 
through 12th grade camp counselor who had had school counselor training, 
explained why group size might matter: “I also think it is a numbers thing…with 10 girls 
in a group that was a challenge. It is a lot of people to trust” (Olivia, interview, July 16, 




 grade camp counselor described how group size 

















 grade camp counselor who did not have large group, also talked about the 
benefit of having a group size under 10:
 
“it went really well and I think that was because I 
had a smaller group…I got to know everyone really well and we bonded really well” 
(Andy, interview, July 22, 2014). However, it is noteworthy that none of the high-ability 
students who participated in the interview provided negative feedback regarding the large 
size of some groups. 
Although overall feedback about the GERI Affective Model was highly positive, 
some of the camp counselors and some of the high-ability students provided negative 
feedback as to the group meeting time, which was an hour-long meeting between 6:15 
and 7:15 pm. For example, 12 camp counselors noticed that some students seemed to lack 
energy when participating in the small-group discussions in the early evening due to the 
tight schedule of the summer program. Some camp counselors commented as follows: 
“by the end of the day some of the kids are just burned out” (Anna, interview, July 10, 
2014) and “Like on that emotional temperature I get a lot of like 6s and 7s because they 
are, like, I had a good day in class, but I am really tired” (Lily, interview, July 16, 2014). 
In 2012, the GERI Affective Model was added to the program, creating three program 
components: academic learning, social and emotional discussions, and an enjoyable 
dormitory-life experience. The program administrative staff members had adjusted the 
program schedule accordingly, but the high-ability students still had an intense and 
rigorous experience. Meanwhile, from the high-ability students' perspectives, the 
schedule also seemed to be a concern. Among 101 high-ability students participating in 





















 grade students. They reported that an hour meeting time was too long and meeting 
with group members after dinner made them sleepy. A typical response was, “Sometimes 




subprogram, interview, July 04, 














that said they wished they had had more time to spend in their small group discussion. 
They noticed that sometimes they ran out of time before they really finished the 




 subprogram said, “We need a 
little more time because…we ran out of time…we had to hurry it up” (interview, July 02, 
2014). 
4.2.2.2 Suggestions for the Format 
One suggestion from the camp counselors was to keep the group size under 10. 
As Andy said, “To have the groups be smaller like under 10. I think that really made a 
big difference having smaller groups” (interview, July 10, 2014). Other camp counselors' 
response to their group size seemed to support Andy’s statement, “[my group] was a 
good size group…it was eight students” (Owen, interview, July 10, 2014). Besides the 
group size, there were no obvious trends concerning the length of meetings and how 
often the groups should meet. The students’ responses about meeting time varied, some 
wanting more time and some wanting less. Arranging the meeting time after dinner, 
between 6:15 and 7:15 pm, seemed to be most appropriate for the program schedule. 
Additionally, I had learned in 2012 and 2013 that 45 minutes was not long enough, and, 












about adjusting the length and number of meetings, it seems that future resolution will 
involve making this hour of discussion time more interesting and interactive, not just 
sitting and talking. Some potential resolutions include adding hands-on, experiential, and 
physical activities. A male camp counselor shared what he did in his group,  “ [I used 
some] Physical [movement] because that would get them up. You know, it is a long 
period” (Jason, interview, July 10, 2014). 
4.2.3 The Monitoring and Support Components of the Model 
The debriefing meetings were the main approach to monitoring and supporting 
the camp counselors when implementing the GERI Affective Model. Debriefing, 
involving the trainer, Peterson, and camp counselors, is an especially important design 
element of this model. Most of these camp counselors, who served as group facilitators, 
were laypeople without group work training prior to the summer program. Thus, not only 
providing basic training but also applying continued support and professional 
development in the form of monitoring the small-group discussions were important. 
Meanwhile, incorporating the debriefing meetings in the GERI Affective Model was a 
new aspect. When Peterson trained laypeople in the past, she did not include debriefing 
meetings. Examining this new element of the model would enrich theory. Data analysis 
focused on the structures and content of the debriefing meetings, and the camp counselors’ 
feedback and suggestions about debriefing meetings. 
4.2.3.1 The Structure and Content of the Debriefing Meetings 
The summer program included 12 debriefing meetings.. Peterson met with camp 

























be categorized into four types: the first meeting of the first section, the last meeting of the 
first section, the first meeting of the second section, and the last meeting of the second 
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The analysis of the debriefing meeting videos revealed that the structure of each 
debriefing meeting was similar regardless of the type of meeting and sub-program. 
Understanding what these camp counselors had done in their groups and providing 
feedback accordingly were the main points of the debriefing meetings, although the 
length of each component varied because the group dynamics and foci of each meeting 
differed slightly. Figure 4.1 indicates that skill preparation continued to be an important 
component of the debriefing meetings. These skills and how many times they were 
discussed in the debriefing meetings are shown in Table 4.5. As Table 4.5 showed, during 
the debriefing meetings, Peterson continued to remind these camp counselors what these 
skills were and what they should not do in the small group discussion. However, Peterson 
usually reminded particular groups about a specific skill and did not equally mention the 
skill in the other different debriefing meetings. For instance, according to Table 4.9, 
confidentiality was an important skill, since it was mentioned 10 times during all training 
and debriefing meetings. In the training, it was mentioned six times, and all camp 
counselors heard what confidentiality is and how to address it. However, Peterson 
mentioned confidentiality only four times during debriefing meetings at different types of 





 grade students to address the confidentiality issue twice in their first meeting 
of the second session but did not remind other camp counselor groups when they had 
debriefing meetings at the same type of meetings. This difference may reflect that 
debriefing meetings differed in dynamics and discussion foci. Perhaps she sensed that 
there was no systemic issue about the camp counselors misunderstanding a protocol or a 












In addition to the overall structure of the debriefing meetings, there were eight 
characteristics of the debriefing meetings: 
 The debriefing meeting was not a lecture or a lesson. Instead, it was a dialogue 
among Peterson and the camp counselors.  
 The debriefing sessions were “focused” and “case-oriented,” especially compared 
to training sessions. 
 The setting of the sub-programs influenced the atmosphere of the small group 
discussions. Although the structure of the debriefing meetings with different sub 
programs was similar, when I compared the atmosphere of the first debriefing of 





camp counselors demonstrated more confidence in leading small groups than the 
counselors of the two sub-programs reported. This may not be surprising because 




 grade camp counselors was older and, 
among the seven of them, three had had school counselor training, four were 
veterans of the program, and one was a resident assistant in the dormitories. Thus, 
they may have had more experience in facilitating groups. It may be also because 




 grade group was framed in a more structured 









 grade students were expected to be at 
a certain place at specific times during the entire program. Peterson observed that 




 grade camp counselors) were the most adhering 





















grade subprogram) usually had some free time. 
 The debriefing meetings were not just trouble-shooting meetings. Peterson 
reflected at the end of the program, after she had finished the 12 debriefing 
meetings, “Last Thursday could have become just a complaining session instead 
of just a concerned, frustrated session where we were trying to problem-solve. It 
would be important not to let it just be a complaining session” (Peterson, 
interview, July 24, 2014). Peterson kept the tone of debriefing meetings positive. 
She let the camp counselors share what they had done and intentionally reminded 
them to share what they felt went well in their groups.   
 Peterson was careful to ensure that everyone had an opportunity to report on their 
groups; however the camp counselors would sometimes mention topics and issues 
spontaneously and volunteer to respond to Peterson's questions. 
 The sharing in the debriefing sessions was not limited to what had happened in 
the small-group discussions. Sometimes the camp counselors shared issues related 
to situations outside of the small-group discussion time, using Peterson as a 
consultant.     
 One of the purposes of the debriefing meetings was to allow camp counselors in 
the same sub-programs to support each other. In addition to providing guidance, 
when a camp counselor shared an issue, Peterson asked others if they had 
experienced a similar issue in their groups and what they had done to address it. 












expertise and differing strengths. She helped the camp counselors learn from each 
other. 
 In the last meeting of the second group, Peterson led self-reflective discussions to 
help these camp counselors process what they had learned through small group 
discussion and what they had done to handle their dual roles (e.g.,., recreation 
planner and group facilitators). 
4.2.3.2 Feedback on the Debriefing Meetings 
Overall, the camp counselors provided positive feedback about the debriefing 
meetings. They recognized that the debriefing meetings played an important support role 
in the model, especially if a camp counselor was dealing with a specific issue in the 
small-group discussion. They appreciated that they could discuss an issue during the 
debriefing meetings with Peterson and learn what the other camp counselors did in their 




 grade camp counselor said, “I really 
looked forward to those because I know that if I have a question about something I can 
ask...like she will be able to help me. Dr. Peterson can help if you are dealing with an 




 grade camp 
counselor also said, “It was very helpful because I did have things that I needed to talk to 
her about with the situation that was going on” (Justin, interview, July 16, 2014). The 
camp counselors with school counselor training expressed similar positive views. For 




 grade camp counselor with school counselor training 
experienced a difficult time when she facilitated her second group. She articulated how 












I also thought it was really cool for me, especially the second two weeks when I 
was  struggling so much with my group, to hear that I wasn't the only one. So, to 
hear, you know, each person may have had different things going on, but 
everybody was struggling that second session. And so, to know that I was not the 
only one struggling was a huge relief to me (Brenda, interview, July 24, 2014). 
However, when I asked these camp counselors about which part they disliked 
about the debriefing meetings, 15 of 24 camp counselors stated there were some parts of 
the debriefing meetings they disliked although not all of them were related to the content. 
For example, eight camp counselors mentioned the time issue of the debriefing meetings. 
Among them, four mentioned that an hour debriefing meeting in the afternoon, 




 grade camp 
counselor said, “It was long. That was all. It was just long, but that was it. Just the time” 





 grade camp counselors. They thought that the fact that they met with Peterson 
for debriefing meetings four times during two weeks and other grade level camp 





 grade camp counselor said, “I feel as though maybe we do not need two 
debriefings if we're only going to have three sessions. I feel like one is enough” (Matt, 




 grade camp counselors 





ability student participants have small-group discussion three times during the session 





















times because they each participated in the program for two weeks. Thus, during the two 




 grade camp counselors facilitated two different groups. 
When I developed the model and created the schedule, I designed two debriefing 




 grade camp counselors had meeting four 





 grade camp counselor explained why she thought it was too 
much. She said, “Sometimes they were so frequent that we did not really have fresh 
material to talk about because...there were not as many counseling sessions in-between to 
gather, like, information” (Emma, interview, July 12, 2014). 
The other three camp counselors mentioned that they would like to see other 
camp counselors be more involved in the debriefing discussions, an aspect which was 





 grade camp counselor said, “If the other counselors are not in it for the right reasons, 
they are, like, ‘Oh, we have to go to a meeting,’ whereas, like, it is a mandatory activity” 





camp counselors. Thus, instead of viewing their perspectives as reflecting the camp 
counselors who were not actively involved in the debriefing meetings; it seems that 




 grade camp counselors was too 
frequent although it may benefit the group work. 
Three camp counselors mentioned that they disliked the structure of the 
debriefing meetings. They did not report that any structure of the debriefing meetings was 
unimportant. Instead, they saidthey wished they could spend more time on one particular 
















 grade camp counselor with previous school counselor training 
said this: 
I mean, they are not bad. Personally, I like when in debriefing we each have a 
chance just to kind of quickly go around and check in with anything that you feel 
is pertinent to share and sometimes that is nothing and for some people that is 
going to be a lot of things... I think that the structure of our debriefing meetings 
has often been like focusing on specific questions (Olivia, interview, July 16, 
2014). 
4.2.3.3 Suggestions for the Debriefing Meetings 




 grade camp 
counselors should meet during the two weeks, there were two other suggestions these 
camp counselors provided for the debriefing meetings. First, five mentioned that they 
would prefer a dynamic in the meeting whereby Peterson made sure everyone was heard 
and was not too focused on a specific issue which was brought forward by one camp 
counselor. One suggested Peterson to make sure to say that, “How is everybody doing 
today? Let us just quickly go around and kind of get a quick sense” (Olivia, interview, 
July 16, 2014). Another said, “Just making sure that each person is heard. That each 
person has a chance to kind of vent about how the session went and then there's some 
constructive work being done” (Brenda, interview, July 24, 2014).  
Second, four mentioned that Peterson could spend less time in checking what 
happened in the groups than she has done and could conduct debriefing meetings in a 
professional development manner. One said, “I think to have some sort of structure like a 












with the group would be helpful,” (Hanna, interview, July 22, 2014). Another said, “I feel 
like during the debriefing meetings we mainly talked about like what exactly did we talk 
about during our last meeting? We did not talk so much about what are we going to talk 
about during this next group counseling meeting, which I think both are very important to 
analyze” (Bella, interview, July 5, 2014). 
Besides analyzing these suggestions, I also examined who provided the 




 grade camp 





 grade camp counselors either expressed that they disliked some parts of 
the debriefing meetings or provided at least one suggestion to improve the debriefing 




 grade camp counselors, as a whole, rated their 
experience of the debriefing meeting less positively than the camp counselors in the two 




 grade camp counselors 
than other groups may be the reason. Second, there were five camp counselors with 
school counselor training background, and I was able to interview them all. These five 
camp counselors all provided different types of suggestions to improve the debriefing 
meetings. Since they were in the school counseling program, they may have had other 
experiences with debriefing that helped them evaluate their experiences with the 
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 grade camp counselors suggested that they would benefit from more 












Additionally, by the nature of the observational research approach and my 
responsibilities in the summer program, I provided the feedback to the group facilitators 
and addressed any issues if I saw them in the observations. Thus, systemic observations 
should be viewed as part of the monitoring and support components, which works with 
other approaches to benefit the GERI Affective Model. 
4.2.4 The Topics of the Model 
The topics of the model in 2014 were revised versions of the topics in 2012. The 
professional trainer  and I revised the topics based on four guidelines. First, instead of 
providing two topics for camp counselors to choose from per meeting, I only provided 
one topic for each meeting. Second, I listed pages in the book, The Essential Guide to 
Talking with Gifted Teens (Peterson, 2008), the camp counselors should read for each 
topic in order to understand pertinent psychoeducational information. Third, for each 
topic, I listed two to three potential discussion directions. Finally, I created and inserted 
the instructions for preparing each small group discussion following the topic list. All 
camp counselors received the same instructions to help them facilitate their groups 
effectively. Table 3.9 shows the topics for the three subprograms and the instructions in 
2014. Analysis revealed perspectives about the topic and suggestions for potential topics 
from the camp counselors’ and high-ability students' perspectives. 
4.2.4.1 Feedback on the Topics 
Off the 101 high-ability students who participated in the interviews, 67 provided 
positive opinions about the topics and 62 students thought that the topics they discussed 
in their groups were relevant to their lives. None of the students provided negative 












students provided negative opinions on a specific topic. In general, the high-ability 
students reported that they enjoyed the topics because the topics were broad enough to 
help people open up and get to know each other and were meaningful and relevant to the 





subprogram said that “they are just good things to talk about that help the others in the 
group relate to each other so that way we can all be good friends” (interview, July 04, 




 subprogram, when 
asked about her previous year’s experience with the small group discussion, said “some 
of them were relevant to what I was going through” (interview, May 08, 2014). Another 




 subprogram also said, “They are 
relevant. Very, very much, actually. I think they connect to me as a teenager very well. 
They are topics that I almost daily maybe think about” (interview, July 06, 2014). 
Furthermore, several students articulated why they appreciated discussing these 
topics. One returning scholarship male student said, 
They are definitely good. Most of these discussions are things you would not 
normally talk about to anyone else and they do allow for some relief for some 
people, I suppose.  Talking about and discussing stuff that you wouldn’t normally 





interview, July 06, 2014). 




 subprogram also explained 
how he enjoyed talking about these topics: 
[The topics] touch us like exactly where we need to be touched...They are very 












like that.  Like we all like feel worried or like self-esteem is very low so it is nice 
to know that we can actually talk about those things (interview, July 19, 2014). 
However, there were a few students who expressed their concerns related to some 
topics. For example, four students said some topics seemed overly personal even though 
they felt fine when they talked about these topics in the group. One said the following: 
Some of them are pretty personal like the last one which was about how people 
perceive you in different situations. And also, the one with anxiety was pretty 
personal as well...they are pretty difficult topics to talk about and I would not 
normally talk about them if we were not in the counseling session (an 




 subprogram, interview, July 19, 
2014). 
Among 101 students, 14 students had provided more negative opinions about the 
topics, and nine of these fourteen said some topics seemed irrelevant to their lives. There 
was no particular pattern among these opinions. Four camp counselors mentioned that 
some topics made it difficult to generate discussion. All of these counselors were male, 
and it seemed that they experienced difficulty when facilitating the topics related to 
abstract emotion. The topics that were mentioned as challenging by male camp 




 grade), permission, the dark side 




 grade students).  
Overall, the quotations from the high-ability students across age, gender and 
ethnicity support the statement that the topics were age appropriate and helped to 












majority of the topics were applicable to both genders. However, it was somewhat 
challenging for some high-ability male students to discuss emotions.     
4.2.4.2 Suggestions for Topics 
One research interest was to find what topics these camp counselors and high-
ability students thought should be included for the small group discussions. Six camp 
counselors and twenty high-ability students suggested at least one topic for the small 
groups. I noticed that many of the topics they suggested, such as bullying, stress, and 
family, were included in the model but were placed at different grade levels or sessions. 
However, some of the students admitted that they had discussed these topics and would 
like to discuss them more and perhaps with different foci. The other suggestion from 
camp counselors was to re-order the sequence of the topics to benefit the flow of the 




 camp counselor with school 
counselor training explained, “Topics were good. Both topics were good for last year and 
this year. Just like I said trying to transition them ... That [reordering them] could help in 
trying to make them have a better flow” (Gary, interview, July 22, 2014). 
One unexpected suggestion from three camp counselors was to give some 
freedom in choosing topics within their groups. It may not be surprising that all three who 
made this suggestion had a school counseling background. A female returning 7th to 8th 
camp counselor with school counseling background said, “I also kind of wonder if there 
was a broader spectrum of topics that could be used if the group could take more 
ownership of discussing things that they wanted to discuss” (Olivia, interview, July 15, 
2014). Instead of viewing this opinion as a possible change to the GERI Affective Model, 












difference between the small groups facilitated by people with and without professional 
training. In 2012, when the GERI Affective Model was implemented for the first time, 
the camp counselors had two potential topics to choose from for each meeting. They were 
told that they could see how the flow of the topics went before deciding whether they 
wants to continue with the same topic or change to the other one. I learned through the 
field experiences in 2012 that having a choice of topics caused confusion and increased 
difficulty in training and monitoring. Meanwhile, some of the camp counselors 
complained that they did not know how to prepare for the topics well and were not sure if 
their judgment regarding switching topics led to good decisions. Thus, when the small 
groups were facilitated by people without professional counselor training, providing a 
curriculum with a clear structure may help more than harm the facilitators and the group. 
At the same time, this year’s results suggested that the more basic approach may need to 
be differentiated for more experienced group leaders. 
4.2.5 The Modification Suggestion of the GERI Affective Model 
Based on the presentation of the four elements of the model, the results suggested 
that the design of the GERI Affective Model was strong and fit the context of the summer 
residential program. However, several potential modifications may be needed before the 
model is disseminated. First, when trained professionals (e.g., school counselors, 
researchers with expertise in affective curriculum) train laypeople to serve as group 
facilitators, the former might want to incorporate more hands-on practices to help them 
develop skills and understand group dynamics (e.g. role playing). Additionally, in the 
training session the training professionals may need to address how to manage individual 












group management. Second, although the format of the small group discussion may be 
adjusted based on various characteristics of the context, group size should be kept below 
10. Third, the monitoring and support components of the model may play a more 
important role than anticipated by the professional trainer , Peterson, because she has 
conducted similar studies multiple times without incorporating debriefing meetings.  
Traditionally, counselor interns debrief with their supervisors regularly and 
sometimes have debriefing meetings after each counseling session. This may not be 
feasible in the GERI Affective Model. However, the importance of the debriefing 
meetings should be emphasized. In the debriefing, training professionals not only need to 
check up on each group’s situation, but also can provide continuing professional 
development. In addition, those who may be in charge of implementing the model need to 
deliver the message that debriefing meetings offer support for facilitators and that their 
being involved in the debriefing discussions as much as possible is important. Finally, 
according to the results here, the topics in each of the three sub programs generated 
discussion of issues important to gifted adolescents and seemed to lead to good group 
conversation. Assigning a topic to each group discussion is a reasonable design; however, 
if the facilitators have professional counselor training, there is also the possibility of 
providing freedom for the facilitator to choose topics or inviting them to help the group 
find the topic that they want to discuss.     
4.3 Reflections on the Effectiveness of the GERI Affective Model  
As noted in the first section, the high-ability students and camp counselors, 
regardless of their backgrounds, generally had positive experiences with the GERI 












data-based assertions and further reflections on the ways the model facilitated affective 
development in the participants. 
4.3.1 What Contributes to an Effective Intervention? 
4.3.1.1 Assertion 1: All Four Elements of the Model Were Needed for An Effective 
Intervention  
The analysis of the elements of the model revealed that all four elements—
training (before the program and on-site), formatting of small-group meetings, 
monitoring and support components (debriefing meetings and administration 
requirements), and specific topics—are needed for an effective intervention, although 
some modifications may be needed. These four elements of the model interacted with the 
context differently. In this model, a list of developmental topics was assigned for each 
discussion and was evaluated as appropriate topics according to the camp counselors and 
the high-ability students. However, since different researchers may adjust the topics 
based on different foci, it was not possible to draw any conclusions on what was the best 
set of topics. Meanwhile, two unique elements of the model are training and monitoring 
and support components, which have not been discussed in previous studies. Thus, the 
discussion here is focused on these two elements: training and monitoring and support 
components. The remaining element, the format, was designed to fit the context; the 
trade-offs are discussed further later, under the reflection question, regarding which 












4.3.1.1.1.1  The Training and Debriefing Meetings are Needed 
At the end of the final interview, Peterson reflected on and compared the training 
in this model with her previous experiences. She said that the length of the training in this 
model, four and one half hours, was longer than her previous experiences in similar 
situations and concluded that this length should be considered as the minimum required 
time for the training of group leaders without previous experience. She explained:  
That is a minimum...it was really good to have that much and what we did that 
last hour was to just do group work so that they could get an idea of the group 
work. That was important. They got to do it themselves. Many of them had not 
done it before, and I thought it engaged the veterans so that they weren't bored 
(Peterson, interview, July 2, 2014).     
Another important finding of this study was that the importance of monitoring and 
support approaches was underestimated in the past because they were not included in any 
previous similar situations, helping laypeople learn how to become group facilitators. The 
camp counselors with and without school counseling backgrounds provided positive 
feedback in regard to how they benefited from the debriefing meetings. Peterson 
explained the crucial importance of debriefing meetings:  
To me, the debriefing is hugely important. If I did not debrief with them from the 
first moment, they might be just doing it in their old default way... How important 
it is to keep encouraging the good stuff, their good behaviors, and discouraging 
the ones that are not really according to how they should be doing it (interview, 












In fact, the debriefing meetings served as more than just the role of monitoring 
how the camp counselors did. It was also a reminder about what they could do and how 




 grade subprogram camp counselor said, 
“It was good reminders, too, of what we talked about in training to use in our group 
session” (Anna, interview, July 10, 2014).  
In the final interview with Peterson, when I asked a hypothetical question about 
whether, if the program leaders felt they were unable to continue debriefing meetings due 
to financial constraints, the intervention would still be effective, Peterson provided an 
alternative approach and reminders about how to address this issue: 
I think that is possible. Here is the one hesitation. Something that would have to 
be carefully kept in mind...we should almost have like a protocol that these are the 
five questions you are going to ask each time, or something like that, or have 
something that would be systematic…I think that possibly when nobody is in 
charge, kind of, that it could become a complaining session...It would be very 
important not to let it just be a complaining session (Peterson, interview, July 21, 
2014).     
In other words, it is important to conduct the debriefing meetings with a carefully 
planned structure. If it is difficult to follow what have been done in this model, a school 
counseling educator conducted the debriefing meeting, the person who facilitated the 












4.3.1.2 Assertion 2: The Camp Counselors Were able to Use What They Had Learned 
in the Training and Debriefing Meetings in Combination With Their Own 
Strengths to Facilitate Their Groups Effectively When They Faced Challenges 
4.3.1.2.1 Spontaneous Responses to the Challenges 
All 23 counselors who led small groups reported that they faced challenges when 
facilitating the groups. Eighteen of these 23 said that the biggest challenge was how 
involve students in the group discussions. This message could be interpreted at two levels. 
First, as the interview with the female head counselor illustrated, these camp counselors 
treated the group work seriously and wanted to provide a successful group experience to 
these high-ability students. She, a licensed school counselor, said this: 
I have heard frustrations of getting students to participate or how to address 
language barriers…but I sense from the counselors that they want their groups to 
be successful. They want a good group. They want to be proud of their group 
(Henna, interview, July 22, 2014). 
Second, these camp counselors recognized that one of the important tasks of a 
group facilitator was to help group members actively participate in the discussion instead 
of conduct questions and answers or simply keeping students in the same room with their 
group members. Another supportive attribute of this understanding is that when these 
camp counselors were asked about what happened in their group, five of them reflected 
that there were too many questions and short answers in their groups and they did not 




 grade subprogram camp counselor 












They answer. And you do not see a lot of that much discussion at first and sometimes 
depending on the topic” (Owen, interview, July 15, 2014). Similar phrases came from the 
camp counselors with groups composed of more domestic students, with a group that was 
conducted in Spanish and English bilingually, and with a group composed of more 
international students. Further, a returning male 9
th 
through 12th grade subprogram camp 
counselor articulated, “My biggest challenge is definitely just trying to promote a deep 
conversation where they're being really honest and actually considering their thoughts 
and their emotions instead of simply answering questions as if it was a test or an 





subprogram camp counselor said, “I did not want to embarrass anyone, and I did not want 
to force them to talk if they were uncomfortable, but I wanted to make sure everyone was 
engaged, at least” (Grace, interview, July 07, 2014). Among these camp counselors 
facing challenges related to engaging students, eight, across gender and grade level, said 
it was difficult to keep the high ability students on task. Some discussed their challenges, 
for example, “[my biggest challenge was] keeping everyone on task” (Andy, interview, 
July 22, 2014).  
Since engaging students was one of the biggest challenges from the camp 
counselors' perspectives, how did the students view this issue? Twenty-one of 101 
students also noticed that some students were not involved in the discussion in their 
groups. However, it was encouraging that the high-ability students were able to recognize 
the efforts that these camp counselors spent to engage students. In the students’ 
interviews, 72 of 101 students reported that their camp counselors utilized various 












said, “He would say something like what does change mean to you? And then he would 
ask everybody and they would all say something. He would sum it up and then move on 




 subprogram, interview, July 04, 2014). 
Another said, “She tries to get us to like not talk directly to her, but talk amongst 
ourselves as a group, and she just kind of puts discussion questions out there” (female 




 subprogram, interview, July 20, 2014). One 
student explained how his camp counselor guided them: 
As we started to, like, lose focus or not know what to talk about, then, he would, 
like, guide us with the next question and make sure we stayed on topic and, like, 





subprogram, interview, July 24, 2014). 
Although almost every camp counselor faced various challenges in implementing 
the interventions, they also reported that they adapted their approaches to address these 
challenges effectively by using what they had learned in the training and debriefing 
meetings combined with their own strengths. The responses concerning what these camp 
counselors did to address these challenges could be categorized as follows: I tried to 
apply more of the skills I learned; I adjusted what I had done previously; I asked for help; 
I communicated with students directly; and I used strategies. Eleven of them specifically 
mentioned that the situation was improved after they addressed the challenges.  





subprogram camp counselor explained how he applied what he learned in the group to 
engage students in the discussion: “I tried to do what she [Peterson] said…[stated] ‘so 












July 22, 2014). From the analysis of the observation results, I found that all camp 
counselors applied these basic skills in their groups (e.g., listening to students, trying to 
ask open-ended questions) when encouraging their students to share, and they all tried to 
help students stay together as a group for the full hour of group discussion. This finding 
also supported that the camp counselors used what they had learned in the training 
sessions within their groups.   
4.3.1.2.2 Incorporating Personal Strengths in the Group 
Meanwhile, these camp counselors also reported that they used strategies that may 
not have been mentioned in the training and debriefing meetings to address the 
challenges in their group. For example, in the training sessions, Peterson did not seem to 
address how to deal with group management enough. When some camp counselors faced 





subprogram camp counselor explained what she did when a girl could not stop laughing: 
“I just asked one of the girls, ‘Take a step around the corner. Chill out for just a minute. 
Get yourself together,’ which she did and she handled that fine and came back and was 
better” (Lucy, interview, July 24, 2014). Sometimes the judgment about what a group 
facilitator should do was based on the situation and the decisions were influenced by 




 grade subprogram camp counselor, an in-
training school counselor, explained why he was unable to follow the curriculum fully. 
The decision-making process was not random. Instead, he made the decision based on his 
previous group facilitating experiences, and he knew what was a wise move for a good 












first day for the first group…they talked a lot more. The introduction we had the warm-up 
and we had emotional scale and then we had a topic, No, I only did the warm-up that first 
group. That is all I did” (Lucas, interview, July 18, 2014). Later, during the debriefing 
meetings, Lucas reported what he did in the first meeting of his group. Peterson 
commended about it in the interview after the first debriefing meeting with the three 
subprograms. She said: 
I can also see the confidence of - there it is right there, Lucas. The warm-up, 
simply  that, was a good example of where some made good use of it. It took the 
whole hour. Lucas is one of them that got a whole hour out of it and it was no 
trouble at all (Peterson, interview, July 3, 2014).   
4.3.1.3 Assertion 3: Both Planned Elements of the GERI Affective Model and 
Uncontrollable Factors Influenced the Effectiveness of the Intervention 
In addition to the four elements of the model, there were several uncontrollable 
factors that influenced the effectiveness of the intervention. From the camp counselors' 
and high-ability students' reports, these uncontrolled factors included characteristics of 
group members, stages of the groups, ages of the group members, and how the topics 
were processed. I discuss each in the following.  
4.3.1.3.1 Characteristics of the Group Members 
The uncontrollable factor with the greatest effect on the effectiveness of the 
intervention was the characteristics of the group members. Two characteristics were 
mentioned: the personality of the group members and the English proficiency of the 












members influenced group dynamics. Among them, four male camp counselors described 
how student leaders influenced the discussion. One positive example of the latter was “a 




grade subprogram. One of the group 
members, an Ojibwe returning scholarship student, mentioned, "This is a group that I can 
trust the people here [and that] "I feel like I am comfortable with." The camp counselor 
later said, “I think after he said that everybody kind of started believing in that for some 
reason, and I think it built upon that. So, a leader kind of emerged from the beginning 
(Lucas, interview, July 18, 2014).   
Sometimes, however, the student leaders may have influenced the group 
negatively, especially if their attitude toward the group discussion was negative. Gary 
was a school counselor-in-training, and he worked with the program and facilitated small 
groups in 2013 and 2014. He reflected on his experience in 2013 and said, “Someone 
pretty much became the leader of the group and kind of dictated how the whole group 
would go. So, if that leader wanted to dictate the group to go bad, it would go bad” (Gary, 
interview, July 22, 2014). It should be noted that the lack of a student leader did not mean 
the group was not successful.   
The other personality trait that influenced the groups was “talkative.” One camp 
counselor called it “a social person that is going to be highly expressive and draw out the 
other group members, which is ideal for a group” (Hanna, interview, July 22, 2014). Two 
high-ability students also mentioned this personality trait. One girl said, “In a group, they 
are not all the shy people because then it would not work because not anyone talks” (an 












In addition to personality, the English proficiency of the group members was an 
uncontrollable factor. Every year, about one-third of the student participants of the 
program were international students. Although these international students were aware 
that the main language of the program would be English, their various levels of English 
ability influenced group dynamics. In 2014, several international students with low 
English oral proficiency levels participated in the final two weeks of the program, 
Session II. Based on the reports of the 17 camp counselors, this limitation increased the 
difficulty of facilitating the groups effectively. One new female camp counselor, a school 
counselor-in- training, described this situation in a very upset and frustrated tone: “I think 
my biggest challenge was probably getting the students to even understand why we were 
doing it [because of the language barrier]” (Brenda, interview, July 25, 2014). Although 
these camp counselors tried to use various approaches to address this issue, as they did to 
address other challenges, the male head counselor summed it up by saying, “Just 
obviously the language barrier this session has been a negative” (Mike, interview, July 25, 
2014).   
The high-ability students' reports also supported the fact that some international 
students were struggling with language, which influenced the effectiveness of the 
intervention. One male student in the 7th to 8
th
 grade subprogram complained that some 
of his group members did not even understand the topic and “the easy questions, like, 
sometimes take a long time” (interview, July 20, 2014). Because of the language barrier, 
12 students from China were interviewed in Chinese so that I could better understand 
their perspectives. Six of them admitted that there was a language barrier for them. I 












not like the small-group discussion because talking to people in English made me 
uncomfortable” (interview, July 20, 2014). In general, the group members with varied 
English ability influenced the willingness to share, and even when information was 
shared, the group members did not respond. Those with English as their first language 
felt that the international students had difficulty understanding what the English speakers 
shared, and the English speakers felt the challenges of these international students. Gary's 
observation of what happened in his group demonstrated that the language barrier 
increased the difficulty for the facilitator to generalize and generate deep discussion 
among students: “Yesterday, there was quite a bit of information shared, and I feel like a 
lot of the students did not even recognize that information was being shared , which was 
kind of frustrating on my part” (interview, July 22, 2014).  
4.3.1.3.2 Stages of the Groups 
The other uncontrollable factor was the stages of the groups. It may not be 
surprising that a cohesive group needs time to be built and needs time for conversation to 
warm up. Twelve camp counselors mentioned that the stages of the groups influenced the 









 grade subprogram, each 





 grade subprogram camp counselors may have not been able to observe the 
evolution of their groups.  
The camp counselors who reported that the stages of the groups influenced the 












group meetings and the time when the group was more developed. One new camp 




 grade subprogram said, in the beginning, “A lot of them would 
give, like, really short answers or one-word answers and not really try to elaborate 
more...but towards the end when they got more comfortable they did discuss [in more 
depth]” (Jay, interview, July 12, 2014). I also asked how the high-ability students felt 
about their group throughout the program. Thirty-two of 101 student participants said that 
they functioned differently in the group over time. One international male student 
articulated this difference: 
The improvement through time because, you know, in the first group session…the 
counselor had to encourage us more. But as time passed I guess it became easier 
to share because we know each other more and because we were used to these 
group sessions, I guess. So, the more group sessions we have the easier the 




 subprogram, interview, July 06, 2014). 
Among 32 high-ability students who mentioned that they functioned differently as 
the subprogram progressed, 24 were students who were there with the help of various 
scholarships (i.e. GERI scholarship, Shell scholarship, school scholarship, HOPE
+
 
scholarship). A large number of these students with scholarships expressed how they 
were shy in the beginning and finally became active participants may reflect the camp 
experiences of these students who came from disadvantaged backgrounds. The way a 
Diné girl with a HOPE
+
 scholarship reflected on her group experience in 2013 serves as 
an example of how these students felt: “I felt very insecure about like what others would 














 scholarship student who did not participate in the program in 2014, interview, 
May 20, 2014). These students with scholarship or financial aid were able to open to 
group members was as an overall positive change resulting from the group experience 
throughout the program.  
4.3.1.3.3 Ages of the Group Members 
Eight camp counselors mentioned that the ages of the group members influenced 
group dynamics. Some of the camp counselors compared their group-facilitation 
experiences in subprograms and some compared their other experiences in which they 
interacted with students of different ages. One experienced male camp counselor said the 
following:  





lot more talking over people, a lot more and engaging and whispering 
conversation when someone else is talking. I had not seen that with the Pulsars 
[9th through12th graders] at all (Owen, interview, July 15, 2014).     
One male and one female veteran camp counselors, who had both facilitated a 








grade subprogram in 2014, 














 graders] are more reserved and 
















 graders]…their attention span is a lot shorter. So, keeping them in the 





students ” (Mark interview, July 18, 2014). 




 grade subprogram in this study also 
said that they had short attention spans.   
Categorizing the ages of the group members as the uncontrolled factor does not 
mean that this model would benefit students only at certain ages. Instead, it means that 
the groups with younger students may have different group dynamics than the groups 
with older ones. Since the younger students have shorter attention spans, conducting an 
hour-long group meeting may give counselors challenges different from when conducting 
groups with older students.   
4.3.1.4 Researcher’s Overall Reflection 
The first and second assertions support that the model is strong and, more 
specifically, how a four-and-one-half-hour or more training session and the planned 
monitoring and support components may be the two elements of the model that 
contributed most to an effective intervention. In addition to providing the training of 
skills and what group work consists of, the trainer should remind the camp counselors 
beforehand that there will be challenges when they facilitate the group sessions, and that 
these challenges may be unrelated to how hard these camp counselors work. Many 
uncontrollable factors influenced the effectiveness of the intervention in addition to these 
controlled factors. Counselors who attempt to implement this model need to help their 
staff members set appropriate expectations. Moreover, if camp counselors are trained and 












various approaches to address the challenges they face. Due to the ethical issues of group 
work, group dynamics should be monitored carefully throughout the program. The trainer 
should monitor these approaches carefully by encouraging the camp counselors to report 
honestly, in the debriefing meetings, what they did. However, leaders also need to 
encourage appreciation of the various strategies the camp counselors use in their groups 
because all have unique personal strengths and, sometimes, they need to make judgments 
based on group dynamics. The other suggestion, from an administrative coordinator's 
perspective, is to try to invest great effort to find, interview, and hire high-quality camp 
counselors. 
4.3.2 What are the Outcomes? 
In a DBR study, a detailed description of the refined intervention is always one 
outcome. I presented the GERI Affective Model in the first section of Chapter 4. Here, I 
report on students or learning outcomes of the intervention. 
4.3.2.1 Assertion 1: All Types of High-Ability Students Reported that They Enjoyed the 
Small-Group Discussions and Benefited From the Experiences 
Evidence from the program evaluation data and the 101 student interviews, 
showed that the high-ability students enjoyed the small-group discussion regardless of 
their age, ethnicity, gender, and whether or not they received scholarships. Among the 
101 students, 89 students were interviewed in English and 12 Chinese students were 
interviewed in Chinese. More than 92% of the interviewees (93 students) reported 
positive experiences with the small-group discussion. Throughout the interviews, the first 
comments about the small-group discussion were positive: “It was good” (Ojibwe 




















 subprogram, interview, July 04, 





 subprogram, interview, July 20, 2014). 
Several international student groups participated in the summer residential 
program. Among them, one was the Colombia students exchanged group with 14 students 
who spoke primarily Spanish and had limited English ability, so it was difficult for me to 
interview them. In the program, translators were available to help them in the classrooms, 
and camp counselors who could speak fluent Spanish helped with their dormitory life. 
Besides interviewing these camp counselors, I interviewed their chaperone, who spoke 
fluent English. His report supported that his group had positive experiences. He reported, 
“It is very important to have those kinds of discussions... in the small groups, I knew 
them [the Colombians] to express themselves respecting a lot of topics” (Columbia 
chaperone, interview, July 25, 2014). In general, all of these high-ability students enjoyed 
the small-group experience and felt that they could share in the group, get to know each 
other better, and make friends.  
4.3.2.1.1 Some Negative Feedback. 
Although over 92% f students reported a positive experience, 43 students, 43% 
among 101 students, provided various types of negative feedback about certain aspects of 
their experience. Among these 43 students, eight did not provide any positive feedback. I 
discussed these eight participants separately in section 4.4.2.1.1. In other words, 35 
students, 35% among 101 students, commented about both the positive and negative 












wished their group members could have respected each other better. These 11 students 
represented various subprograms and camp counselors. Based on what these 11 students 
said, the behaviors they disliked were side-talking and not paying attention to what others 
shared. Insulting comments were not mentioned. One said, “There are two people that are 





 subprogram, interview, July 18, 2014). Another said, “They should listen a 
bit more carefully because some of them are not even paying attention” (Ojibwe 




 subprogram, interview, May 08, 
2014).  
Another 11 students said they disliked being asked to share but not knowing what 
to say. One student said, “Everyone has to share something…I think it should be optional 





interview, July 04, 2014). Furthermore, nine students mentioned that they were 
uncomfortable in response to others' personal information-sharing and emotional 
moments. One female student said she liked the small-group discussions, but sometimes 
observed that some group members were uncomfortable. She said, “It is kind of awkward 
sometimes. And I feel like not everyone wants to talk about certain things, and I 
personally do not feel uncomfortable, but I feel like a lot of people are very 





subprogram, interview, July 19, 2014). In combination with the results of the camp 
counselors’ interviews, observations, and student interviews, some students may have 
experienced emotionally reactive moments during the discussions. Twenty-eight camp 












small groups, tears were shed. Three students specifically mentioned that they disliked 
the crying. One student said, “It is like too much, like dramatic is how I kind of look at it. 
Like, it is over dramatic. Everybody starts crying. We get into touchy stuff” (male 
scholarship student in the 5th to 6th subprogram, interview, July 04, 2014).  
4.3.2.1.2 Students Benefits from in the Experience 
Overall, the high-ability students felt they benefited from the GERI Affective 
Model in three ways. Sixty-five students (64% ) reported that they thought the small-
group discussions influenced their interaction with their group members positively; 86 
students (85%) said they learned something through the small-group discussions; and 58 
students (57%) could pick out and describe one of the most memorable moments in detail, 
which not only demonstrated they were involved in the discussion, but also revealed that 
group experience enriched their program experience.  
In the first interview with Peterson, she explained her educational philosophy of 
implementing the small-group sessions for high-ability students: 
If the literature says that it is more likely that we have more introverts in the 
gifted population than in the regular population, where it would be about 25 
percent, it would be more than that. There are a lot of kids that need structured 
social time, and they get that with challenge. They do not necessarily get it at 
dinner. The structured time for socializing is small groups (Peterson, interview, 
May 23, 2014).    
Then she explained the benefits of this intervention in terms of high-ability students: “I 












to admit vulnerability because then they feel that there is sort of a shared experience” 
(Peterson, interview, May 23, 2014). The reports from these high-ability students 
supported Peterson's statements. The 65 students, who reported that the discussion 
influenced their relationships with the group members positively, said the small-group 
discussion helped them get to know each other through deep conversations, bonded them 
together as friends and even increased the interaction among themselves and the group 
members outside of their individual groups. The small-group discussion played an 
important role in reinforcing the positive social interactions. A male student articulated 
what it meant that discussion helped him get to know someone deeply and how he 
responded to it:  
I recognize it and, like, I know something new about that person I did not know 
before. It is a pretty big detail about them. I am not going to call it out. I am not 
going to act differently because of that unless I feel I should act differently and 





 subprogram, interview, July 06, 2014). 
Sometimes the groups became opportunities for students to share compassion. 
One younger international student said how his group members comforted him in the 
group discussion. He said, “I think Wednesday was [discussion]...the same day at lunch I 
spilled his [another group member's] Coke and his fries and I started crying so in the 





subprogram, interview, July 05, 2014). It meant that simply sharing may have created the 












acted like a team and 18 students said they spent time with the group members outside of 
their group time. A female camper also explained as follows:  
When we are talking, it is like we sort of bond over something, so I know I have 
people I can talk to and trust. We are all friends so it is like during the lunchtime 
and breakfast and dinner if I have no one to sit with I always would sit with them 
(scholarship female student in the 5th to 6th subprogram, interview, July 03, 
2014). 
When I interviewed these 101 high-ability students, I asked about what they had 
learned, if anything, during their small-group discussions. Eighty-six students (85%) 
articulated at least one thing that they learned through the small-group discussions, and 
53 (52%) of them said they learned a specific idea, discipline, value or even a way to deal 
with life issues. For example, “I learned about, like, what kind of changes you can have 




subprogram, interview, July 03, 2014); “I learned about stress and how it stresses 





interview, July 04, 2014); and “I guess I do not have the best self-confidence ever and, 
like, other people talking about how they deal with it and stuff it kind of helps you, like, 




 subprogram, interview, 
July 24, 2014). Besides learning something in particular, one perspective that these 
students gained from the small groups was that, as teenagers, they and their fellow group 
members faced similar developmental tasks. Thirteen students provided similar responses. 
I interviewed an Ojibwe returning male student before the program, for example, and he 












They are teenagers, too. They are going through the same things I am because like 
the Saudis - I got along with them really well. It was not really the same because 
they are like, um, millionaires over there and I am not kind of even close to that, 
but, like, we got along because, like, his dad wants him to do something, but he 
does not want to do it. He wants to do something else. That is just how I am. My 
dad wants me to do something, but I want to do something else (Ojibwe returning 




subprogram, interview, May 09, 
2014). 
One female student expressed something similar: “It makes me feel like there are 
other people who feel the same way I do which is helpful because I do not feel weird” 




subprogram, interview, July 20, 2014). The sharing 
in the groups was to help these high-ability students find connections with other high-
ability students.   
In addition to what the students directly benefited from and learned about, the 
participation in the small-group discussions created many memorable moments for these 
high-ability students, which enriched their summer program experiences. Fifty-eight 
students (57%) could recall at least one memorable moment from their own groups. Some 
of them provided vivid stories in detail. One girl described what they did in the 
discussion: 
During family, we were playing an activity and we all got up and stand up and do 
like an emotion one...like for a scale, and it was religion and all of us kind of went 
to zero. And it was like do you really, really care about religion? And all of us 












Methodist or anything like that (female student in the 7th to 8th subprogram, 
interview, July 20, 2014). 
Nineteen students said they would remember someone because he or she shared 
something special or they felt connected through what he or she shared. One returning 
female student recalled her memories of group experience from the previous year and 
said, “Last year, in a counseling group session, a girl shared something personal. It kind 
of helped us see, like, why she was the way she was” (multiple-time returning female 




 subprogram, interview, July 18, 2014). A male student also 
said that, when someone shared something, he remembered it because he could 
understand him: “Because I understood him. I could just imagine him and…same as in 
my family. He is my little brother. I kind of pester him, too. That is what his big brother 




 subprogram, interview, July 04, 2014). 
Sometimes these students remembered enjoyable moments from their groups. 
Although some of these were not directly related to the discussion, the attitudes that these 
students expressed as a result of these moments represent the positive atmosphere of the 
group discussions. The most memorable moment in the group for 12 students was a light, 










grade high-ability students were unrelated to the discussion topic for that session, this 
finding supports the statement that the younger students have shorter attention spans, and 
it can be hard to keep them on task and listening to one another. A humorous moment 












Yesterday’s discussion, like, everybody had, like, this one life story to talk about 
changes and it was really funny because everybody wanted to say everything that 
they wanted to hear and everybody started talking about - it was just really funny 
(male scholarship student in the 5th to 6th subprogram, July 03, 2014) 
An enjoyable story that developed into discussion, but did not directly connect to 
the topic, is exemplified by the following:  
This one girl in my group she, like - there is this other girl in my group and she 
has a twin brother named Clark, and he is really crazy, and she thinks he is really 
annoying, but then the girl is like, “I love Clark,” and she was like, “How could 
you love John?” It was really funny because they were just like yelling. Not 
yelling at each other, but she was like teasing her by saying, “I love your twin 
brother.”So, it was like we had a lot of really funny jokes (female scholarship 




subprogram, July 02, 2014). 
4.3.2.1.3 Students Benefited even When They Were in an Imperfect Group 
The students did not necessarily benefit from “perfect” small-group discussions. 
They may have benefited simply from participating in the group discussions, and may 
have experienced this differently even within the same group. In some interviews, the 
students provided negative opinions about camp counselors, complained about some 
group members or disliked the tight schedule, but still reported having a positive small-
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were the only two who received negative comments when I interviewed students 
regarding their counselor as a group facilitator. 




 subprogram. Calvin 
was one of the two camp counselors who were identified as “does not consistently meet 
requirements” during the observation. Although he was able to show various skills (i.e., 
gave positive feedback orally to students, used short statements when responding to 
students, checked for accuracy), he did not introduce the topic adequately, demonstrated 
a limited understanding of the topic when he facilitated the discussion, and did not 
manage his group adequately. In summary, the observer thought he did not structure his 
group well. There were seven students in his group, and I interviewed two of them. When 
I asked these two students to describe him as a group facilitator, one said, “[Calvin] 
wants to get it over with” (interview, July 20, 2014), but the other one said, “[Calvin] was 
very reasonable and tried to take care of everyone” (interview, July 20, 2014). Although 
the first student's comment about Calvin's attitude was negative, he still experienced the 
group positively and said, “I think it is okay. Kind of because, like, everyone is sharing 
their feelings” (interview, July 20, 2014). 





subprogram. There were 10 students in his group, and I interviewed three. Andy was 
identified as “surpasses requirements” during the observation although he had no 
previous group experience and training. He was able to apply the majority of the skills he 
had learned in the training (e.g., used active listening skills, asked mostly open-ended 
questions, paraphrased), and encouraged multiple students to express opinions. However, 












described Andy's group negatively, stated, “Most of the time the people in our group 
were like yelling and screaming, and I felt like the counselor could hardly take control of 
it” (interview, July 24, 2014). Further, the same student explained that the overloading of 
international students in his group was the reason it was hard to have a smooth discussion. 
Andy's perspective also supported this notion. He said, “I feel my international students 
kind of struggle with English so I have had to spend more time explaining what stuff 
means rather than having like meaningful discussion” (Andy, interview, July 22, 2014).  
On the other hand, this same student also described a moment when Andy did 
well when responding to someone sharing something unique. The student said, “[Andy] 
listens to it with the highest respect and dignity, and he makes sure that none of us say - 
mock or say anything about it” (interview, July 24, 2014). One of the international 
students in Andy's group provided positive feedback about his group discussion 
experience. He said in this Chinese and I translated: “The discussion was good. The camp 
counselor passed the sheet to us and asked some really interesting questions…and we 
were able to know each other” (interview, July 20, 2014). Another returning Lakota 
scholarship student also reported a positive experience with the discussion in the same 
group. He said, “It is really fun, actually. With Andy, it is really fun…the kids are - they 
are a little wild, but it is still really fun. We get to do activities. Everyone participates” 
(interview, July 20, 2014). 
4.3.2.1.4 Eight Exceptions. 
The remaining, yet important, question is how to improve the overall experience 












majority of the students enjoyed them. Eight students, did not report any positive 
personal experiences from the small-group discussions. One of them was a scholarship 
student who did not attend the program during the year of interviews, and she 
remembered little if anything about her group discussions last year. Therefore she did not 
provide obvious negative or positive comments. Of the other seven students, five were 









subprogram, and six were male. All of these students provided positive opinions of their 
camp counselors; thus who their camp counselors were was not the reason for the 
negative opinions about small-group discussion. Although four of them provided neutral 
and sometimes negative opinions concerning their group members, none of them 
specifically named particular group members as the main reason for their negative views 
on their experiences. There was no pattern in their reasons. Since these seven students 
provided specific reasons as to why they did not enjoy their experiences, I list them here 
as follows: 
 “I was really - much really shy and I did not speak a lot for the first week” ” 





interview, May 08, 2014). 
 “It is good to have the first day, but after that they are just kind of useless in my 




 subprogram, interview, July 05, 
2014). 
 “Like, a lot of the stuff like I have already known, like, in a way because when I 
was in 7
th 





















 subprogram, interview, July 19, 2014). 
 “I do not like them, sitting together and talking around 5 pm…I wanted to go out 
to play…and I cannot discuss the academic topics in the small-group discussion” 




 subprogram, interview, July 20, 2014). 
 “It is annoying. The time for small-group discussion is the time I am really sleepy” 




 subprogram, interview, July 20, 2014). 
 “Like not the fact that they are international students, but the international 





interview, July 24, 2014) 
4.3.2.2 Assertion 2: The Camp Counselors Reported that They Had Positive 
Experiences Leading the Group Discussions 
There are two layers of intervention in the GERI Affective Model (see Figure 3.1). 
The first layer was that Peterson delivered information about how to facilitate small-
group discussions to the camp counselors and that she supported them in the process of 
conducting groups. I have discussed what the camp counselors gained from the training 
and from the debriefing meetings in the first section of the results. The second layer was 
how these camp counselors transferred what they had learned in the training and how 
they applied the learning with their students. In the second layer of the intervention, the 
group, the camp counselors interacted with the students in their group. In the interviews, 
they reported what they had learned from guiding their groups. I discuss this area of the 












4.3.2.2.1 What Was Learned From the Group Facilitating Experience 
Every camp counselor who facilitated the group in 2014 reported that they learned 
something from this experience. Twelve said they learned personal reflection through a 
group work, four said they learned about the differences of students at different age, and 
nine said they learned more about high-ability students. Owen, a returning camp 
counselor, compared the group-facilitating experience with his own teaching experience, 
recognizing the differences: “If I have to lecture, it is I am running the show. This is my 
show…I know what is going to happen…With these small-group discussions… I do not 
know what is going to happen in 10 minutes” (interview, July 15, 2014). In the group, 
Owen learned that he had to go with flow:  
We were talking about the stereotypes...that led to a joke about what success is 
and joking about, oh, it is about money, power, and women...We laughed about it 
and alleviated tension because then we started talking about super models, but we 
were able to bring it back to that is a stereotype of success. That is a stereotype of 
gifted students and now you must get me into these parties. So, we were able to 
joke about that unexpectedly, but still in the end talk about what that stereotype is 
to them and how they and what kind of pressures that can put on and the benefit 
of that stereotype (Owen, interview, July 15, 2014). 
Three male camp counselors in each of the three subprograms all mentioned that 
they learned patience. Jason said, “I learned, kind of, patience” (interview, July 10, 2014), 
Andy said “Patience was something I learned, and I think that is going to be really 

















with younger students” (interview, July 05, 2014). Why is patience an important quality 
to learn? Among the reports of personal reflective learning as a result of group work, five 
camp counselors learned that participants in group discussions needed time to warm up. 
As someone who had just finished school-counselor training and received her license, 
Hanna provided an insightful observation: 
There is not a lot of dialogue exchange between them, but there is individual 
sharing, a everyone takes a turn, and they listen to each other, but they mostly 
direct their answers to me. And at first I wanted to try to break that, but then I just 
decided that I just needed to understand that they just were not ready for me to 
push them that hard in that direction quite yet, and I think it has been good 
because they have become more talkative and they laugh. So, it has become more, 
a little bit more, of a lively group session (Hanna, interview, July 22, 2014). 
These findings about group work and patience reflect valuable lessons. People 
who want to use this model should remember that, during the training, it is helpful to 
relay the importance of patience to the group facilitators; this may be particularly useful 
for these who would conduct the group for the first time.      
The other important finding is what these camp counselors learned about the 
students they worked with. They mentioned that they learned about students and, more 
specifically, learned about the lives of high-ability students through the group discussion. 




 grade high-ability students, said, “I just learned how 
to communicate better with different ages and also how the different ages are different [in] 

















what they are dealing with, and some common issues that they have” (interview, July 12, 
2014). One male camp counselor who was receiving school counselor training said he 
learned about gifted students: “I think the gifted part. I think the kids that are here deal 
with - have different expectations of them and have to deal with a lot of stuff that regular 
kids do not” (Lucas, interview, July 18, 2014). Lily, who had worked in the program for 
two years, stated, “I learned a lot about how gifted students look at each other and 
themselves” (interview, July 16, 2014). Three camp counselors mentioned that what they 
learned about high-ability students was similar to how they were as the students at that 




 grade subprogram, said, “What I found 
similar is you know, no matter what kind of kid you are dealing with, they are kids, and 
at the end of the day they are kids” (interview, July 18, 2014). Grace, a new camp 
counselor in this program but with previous camp working experience with students with 
hearing disabilities, said, “I was really surprised...I thought [these high-ability students] 
would be kind of, like, standoffish...like ‘I am so mature. I do not really need a counselor.’  
But a lot of them are a lot needier than I anticipated” (interview, July 07, 2014). 
Nineteen of these 28 camp counselors (67.86%) were college-aged young adults, 
and some of them were majoring in education areas. Their experience with these high-
ability students in the summer program led them to have more insightful observation 
about adolescents and about gifted students and in return, it increased their abilities to 












4.3.2.2.2 The Most Memorable Moment in the Group for the Camp Counselors 
Similar to the interviews with students, I asked the camp counselors what was 
most memorable for them in the group discussion. Each of them provided at least one 
most memorable moment, and some of them provided more than one because they had 
facilitated two groups during the program in 2014. These most memorable moments were 
categorized into six categories: seeing the students help each other, interacting with a 
special case, rich discussions, observing the changes within the group, watching the 
group members build connections, and finding their personal efforts recognized. These 
special moments helped the camp counselors not only earn a salary during the summer 
program, but also helped them gain a positive working experience. Additionally, all six 
types of memorable moments were related to positive group discussion. In other words, 
these camp counselors tried to provide a positive group experience to their groups, and 
they felt satisfied when their students enjoyed the group experience. I provide examples 
for each of the six categories next.   





 grade subprogram, a camp counselor reported, “I do not know how we got 
on this topic, but he shared that his father died at age four and that, like, everybody was 
silent and everybody was listening to him…They all went over and patted him on the 
back and said we are sorry” (Louis, interview, July 07, 2014).  
Second is the category of interacting with a special case. Andy, who led a group 




 grade subprogram, described how he interacted with one boy and 












his brother passing away…I helped facilitate the group and get them comfortable enough 
with each other that he felt like he could share that” (interview, July 22, 2014). 





grade subprogram, Lily explained what she meant by rich discussion. Her most 
memorable moment also demonstrated that rich discussion could mean abstract and 
philosophical discussion, sometimes related to heavy emotions: 
One of the kids brought up something about they knew about like [Maslow’s] 
hierarchy of needs and we started talking about, like, Navajo's hierarchy of needs 
and how you need to - we got into, like, deep philosophical discussions…Just the 
depth of their discussions will always stick with me. How much that I knew that 
those students could understand and where their conversations led them 
(interview, July 16, 2014). 
The fourth category is observing the changes within the group. I knew that Jay, a 




 grade subprogram, had struggled at the beginning of the 
program with group management. He shared the following during his interview: 
Probably the last discussion, talking about loss, because it did take them a while 
to, like, talk about it, but once we started getting into it, some of them did share 
more about, like, some who had lost family members or some of them who had 
moved to different schools. So, after they got comfortable enough, it was a good 
discussion about that (interview, July 12, 2014) 
The fifth category is watching the group members build connections. Sophia, who 

















I see them getting closer, closer, and closer. That is very nice” (interview, July 24, 2014). 




 grade subprogram, said, “At the end she wrote me 
a note and just told me how thankful she was about everything and that she is really sad, 
you know? It changed her. It helped” (interview, July 24, 2014).  
The final category is when counselors were finding their personal efforts 
recognized. Although this is not the main goal of facilitating a group, these camp 
counselors felt happy when the students noticed their hard work to help with group 
discussion. Lily said, “I had a student tell me that I made his life better” (interview, July 
16, 2014). Gary said, “In group, knowing that my students trust me and feel some sort of 
connection with me and feel open to sharing is probably what is most memorable for me” 
(interview, July 22, 2014).  
In addition to how these camp counselors interpreted these most memorable 
moments, the moments—all together—portrayed what the group discussions looked like 
in the program.   
4.3.2.2.3 Additional Reflections by Camp Counselors with School Counselor Training 
Boundaries are important in counseling work. The multiple roles of the camp 
counselors in the summer program—recreation planner, group facilitator, and caring 
adult— led camp counselors with school counselor training to reflect on this aspect. 
Living within the residential program blurred the boundaries between campers and 
counselors. Some camp counselors with school counseling background had worked with 
the program each year, and there were five in the 2014 program during the year data were 












interviews, those with school counselor training reflected on boundaries, comparing what 
they had learned in their school counseling studies with what they did in the program. 
They viewed this awareness as valuable for their personal growth. Additionally, the 
boundary concerns they reported helped me to evaluate the model from a different 
perspective.   
These five camp counselors described boundaries in the context of the summer 
residential program. A male camp counselor said, “It is not about the skills, but living 
with them and interacting with them on a 24-hour basis, and then switching to counselor 
mode, is something that I have not dealt with before, and it is very, very difficult” (Lucas, 
interview, July 18, 2014). A female camp counselor said, “This camp is 
residential…there is the extra piece of needing to attend…because the parents are not 
here…so you have to assume the role of a parent in this particular setting” (Hanna, 
interview, July 22, 2014). Brenda provided another example: 
When you go to see that counselor, it should not be also a person who has to 
discipline you. So, I think that is really hard—the fact that as their group 
counselor they look at me as the person who is supposed to be completely 
accepting of everything that they have to say and everything that they do. But 
then, two hours later, I also have to be the person that says you are in trouble 
because you are late to class or you have to go to bed early because you did 
something wrong (Brenda, interview, July 24, 2014). 
This challenge of balancing differing roles existed in all groups. Other camp 
counselors without school counselor training also lived with students in the residential 












about summer residential is since you live with the kids and you are with them pretty 
much like for the entire day…you get to know them on a deeper level than you would in 
the classroom” (Lily, interview, July 16, 2014). Moreover, the issue of the boundaries 
was more than the camp counselors having to play dual roles. In the interviews, they, 
with or without school counselor training, talked about how students asked them personal 
questions during their group sessions. One male camp counselor said, “Since we were in 
a small group, the boys they were asking me if I had a girlfriend and everything like that. 
And finally, one of the boys just said, Are you gay?” (Justin, interview, July 12, 2014). 
Lily also said, “Sometimes they ask you questions that you don't think that you should 
answer. So, just things about your personal life” (interview, July 16, 2014). One returning 
female camp counselor with school counselor training shared her perspectives and how 
she responded to these questions: 
They just get a little looser here and the students do know me more personally. 
They know I am married and that sort of thing. So, as far as a general rule of 
thumb, we always want to make it about the students, not about ourselves and 
keep the focus on them. I think that can sometimes be hard to do because it is a 
little bit more of a personal relationship here (Olivia, interview, July 15, 2014). 
That particular reflection regarding boundary issues from the camp counselors with 
school counselor training is a reminder to people who want to use this model. One should 
be aware of boundary issues regarding what kinds of topics are explored during the group 
sessions. This aspect should be added to the training. In fact, it is not just boundaries; it is 
also dual relationships. Throughout the training, the trainer should prepare the group 












this model, such as confidentiality and the students’ option of saying “Pass” when not 
wanting to respond, examples of student questions and appropriate camp counselor 
responses, during training, can help the facilitators to set boundaries and model behaviors 
for group members in actual group meetings. 
In addition, camp counselors with school counselor training compared the small-
group experience in the summer program and with group work in other settings. They 
found both similarities and differences, and the experience of facilitating groups in 
different settings also increased their understanding of group work. A male camp 
counselor said, “That was a bit different, but I think it is kind of similar in some ways” 
(Lucas, interview, July 18, 2014). A female camp counselor said, “I am a lot more 
flexible with this group than I would be in schools. I have got some of these kids on 
Facebook and I would never do that with a high school student ” (Olivia, interview, July 
15, 2014). The other two camp counselors who were training to be school counselors 
articulated what they learned in the experience. One made the following observation:   
In the past I have always had pretty successful groups in the sense that success, in 
the broad sense, that it - they at least talked to each other and that it felt like 
something was happening. This was the first time I think that I have had a group 
that just did not feel like anything was happening, but I had to learn and kind of 
had to accept that that is not a reflection of how well I am doing or not well I'm 
doing, but it is more of a fact of who was in my group (Brenda, interview, July 24, 
2014). 












Group is something that actually scares me, surprisingly...I have worked in groups 
at you know, the middle school level...within the local community school here 
just through different programs through my masters. I have taken, you know, the 
big group class through my counseling program... GERI as my last experience in 
group so far and all experiences have been very eye opening and very different in 
just learning about group dynamics and how groups work. They have all been 
super helpful (Gary, interview, July 22, 2014).  
Obviously, these camp counselors with school counselor training learned 
something new and reflected on that during the summer program even if they had done 
group work in the past. The model helped these camp counselors who had school 
counselor training to develop a better sense of the tenets of group work. 
4.3.2.3 Assertion 3: Retrospective Analysis with Returning Native American Students 
From Three Tribes Revealed that They Benefited From the Small-Group 
Discussions and That Most Reported that They Had Changed Their Behaviors in 
the Past Year because of Their Experiences with the GERI Affective Model 
During the Previous Summer 
An in-depth study of returning Native American students from three tribes (i.e., 
Diné, Lakota, Ojibwe) was possible. Because of scholarship support from the Jack Kent 
Cooke Foundation, students from each of those tribes were able to participate in the 
program more than once, and I was able to ask these returning Native American students 
if their experiences in small-group discussions in 2013 had influenced their lives during 
the past year. In the spring of 2014, for this part of the study, I interviewed 24 returning 












I described them as returning Native American students was because 17 of them received 
scholarships in 2014 again although seven did not. Among them, 22 (92%) reported 
positive experiences. One Diné girl from the Navajo Nation said she did not remember 
her group experience in 2013, and one Ojibwe girl provided negative feedback regarding 
the group experience: “I was really - much really shy” (interview, May 08, 2014). Six of 
the seven previous participating students did not receive a scholarship to participate in 
2014, but still provided positive feedback with regard to the group experience in 2013. 
Considering the overwhelmingly positive feedback, over 92%, from other high-ability 
students, the overall positive tone of these 22 returning Native American students from 
three tribes was not influenced by whether they had received a scholarship or wanted to 
try to get a scholarship.  
Moreover, previous analysis in this study revealed that high-ability students from 
varying cultural backgrounds and those with scholarships had a similar pattern of positive 
opinions about their group experiences. The majority of their responses about the group 
experience were similar to those of other students in the program, and I discussed them 
together in the previous section. For example, as I quoted earlier, an Ojibwe returning 
male student said, “They are teenagers, too. They are going through the same things I am” 
(interview, May 09, 2014). His report of a positive group experience was similar to others’ 
reports. 
4.3.2.3.1 Long-Term Outcomes of Participation in Small-Group Discussions 
The results of this in-depth study reveal long-term outcomes of the positive group 












and 11 Diné). Among them, 15 (68%) (i.e., three Lakota, five Ojibwe, seven 
Diné),mentioned that they changed their behaviors during the past year because of their 
participation in small-group discussion. The changed behaviors mentioned most by these 
students, across the three tribes, were stronger self-confidence and being more open to 
people. A total of 12 returning Native American students mentioned this outcome, 
including two Lakota students, five Ojibwe students, and five Diné students. For example, 





interview, May 08, 2014). A Diné girl said, “[the group discussion helped by] telling us 





interview, May 08, 2014). This long-term effect may be especially important for these 
students because they were from various reservation communities, which tend to be 
somewhat enclosed environments. The experience of interacting with other high-ability 
students, some who were international students, in both small-group discussions and 
other activities in the summer program influenced them. A male Lakota student said this:  
Become more social because last year I had, like - we had French, Korean, and 
Greek people in our group. So, like, I had to talk to them, and it helped me, like, 





 subprogram, interview, July 18, 2014). 
Besides the confidence building, there were other behavior changes that were 
more generic. A Lakota girl said, as a result of learning that others had gone through 
some personal issues, “I do not really judge them anymore” (interview, April 18, 2014). 
A Diné girl said the group experience influenced how she interacted with her siblings: 












2014). Another Diné girl said she applied what she learned about bullying in her 
hometown: “I actually use it on my friends here, too, like the bullying crisis” (interview, 
May 20, 2014). In summary, the reports from these returning Native American students 
from three tribes suggested that participation in the small-group discussions the previous 
summer had positive influences on their lives during the following year, and they were 
able to apply some of what they had learned in the discussions in their home context.  
4.3.2.4 Researcher’s Overall Reflections 
It is encouraging to know that high-ability students benefited from the small-
group discussions and that the camp counselors enjoyed their experiences, learned a lot 
and gained a better understanding of gifted students. However, I am now more aware of 
the negative opinions about the discussion experience. Particularly, these students' 
feedback about their uncomfortable feelings in response to others' personal information-
sharing and emotional moments is an important reminder for people who consider 
implementing the GERI Affective Model in a summer program. The model trainer should 
emphasize that group facilitators should explain that students do not have to share 
personal information if they do not want to. Additionally, trainers should teach group 
facilitators how to handle situations where the sharing becomes too personal or 
boundaries are crossed. 
Through the reports of the camp counselors, I learned two major things. First, the 
previous program administrators always hired college-age young adults to be the camp 
counselors. One assumption was that because they were close to the camp students in age, 
they would be able to connect easily. This assumption may be only partially accurate. 












students, it did not mean they understood the adolescents well. Information about 
adolescence needs to be taught purposefully even if administrators do not want to 
incorporate this component into their student programs. Second, although I used the 
model to train people without group experience and professional training to be group 
facilitators, it definitely benefited the whole model and the program to include some 
group facilitators with previous professional training as school counselors. In the 
debriefing meetings, the camp counselors with previous professional training often 
served as peer resources. The benefit for these people who had previous professional 
training was that they were able to use their participation as an opportunity for self-
reflection and growth in group-facilitation skills.  
From the interviews with the Native American students from three tribes, I 
learned two important things. First, they were high-ability teenagers who benefited from 
the group experience even though they came from differing cultural and socioeconomic 
backgrounds. Second, the group experience influenced students' later behaviors. In 
addition, participation in small-group discussion may benefit students from a relatively 
closed environment in confidence building and social interaction, although some of the 
benefits of participation may not be immediately visible. One of the main goals of the 
affective curriculum is to help high-ability students learn social skills and gain knowledge 
related to developmental tasks. I first heard the message about how students recognized 
that they go through similar developmental tasks as their group members from a male 
Ojibwe student. Then, I heard it many more times during the interviews. I viewed this as 












4.3.3 What are the Trade-Offs in Achieving the Valued Goals of the Intervention? 
4.3.3.1 Assertion 1: The Program Administrative Members and Participants Faced the 
Dilemma of Sacrificing Free Time for Group Time 
When I asked the camp counselors about the most negative aspect of having 
small-group discussion in the summer program was, 12 out of 24 camp counselors (50%) 
said that the program schedule was tight and some students did not participate actively 
because they wanted to have more free time or were tired. Moreover, 11 campers (46%) 
also reported that they would like to have shorter meetings or fewer meetings in general. 






By the end of the day some of the kids are just burned out...they are just ready for 
some free time to unwind and relax and be with their friends, so then they either 
do not participate or do not take it seriously (Anna, interview, July 10, 2014). 
Two head camp counselors’ overall observations supported this perspective. Mike 
suggested shortening the time of the meetings although he did not have a group this year: 
“They have sat in a classroom for six hours a day...try to have them sit during a 
counseling session for a full hour is maybe I think the biggest negative part...making it a 
little shorter like 45 minutes [would be a good idea]” (interview, July 22, 2014). 
Although Hanna did not view the schedule as negative, her experience in helping manage 
the whole program supported the fact that students were extremely busy in the program: 
“their schedule of classes... recreational activities...trying to get ready to go to bed. So, 
there is just more pieces of their schedule that need to be considered and helping them 












Eleven students provided similar feedback concerning wanting shorter meeting 
times, and some specifically expressed that they wanted more free time. One international 




 subprogram gave me a vivid memory when expressing his 
opinion in the interview. Although he enjoyed the group discussion, he punched the table 
and yelled without getting angry, “I wanted like free time, free time, free time, free time 
because I love playing” (interview, July 05, 2014). A reflection from a multiple-time-
returning male student was insightful, especially because he had participated in the 
program since he was in 5
th 
grade, and now he was a 11
th
 grade student. He shared his 
mixed feelings about free time and structure:  “[On Sunday], like, we had, like, five and a 
half hours [free time]...it is too overwhelming at once...I do like structure. Yet I do like 
free time. It is weird I know” (interview, July 20, 2014). 
In summary, as Peterson stated previously, the small-group discussion served as a 
“structured social time.” Although high-ability students benefited from the experience, 
one of the trade-offs may be important for some students, this being the loss of free time 
to relax and play.  
4.3.3.2 Assertion 2: Camp Counselors Needed to Spend More Time in Preparation than 
Before 
Although the results supported that the people without previous professional 
training could benefit from the training of this model and were able to facilitate groups 
effectively, the camp counselors needed more training time. Peterson said, “The other 
thing would be to have adequate training if you are going to have laypeople to have a 
counselor educator preferably, who is used to teaching about it” (interview, May 23, 












into the original staff training for the camp counselors. In 2012, the camp counselors 
received a half-day of staff training, which included program planning and training of the 
model. The overall feedback was that the training was too short. Peterson said this:  
In 2012, I remember that there were people that did not have a lot of time to 
practice. They did not really know how to do it. I observed some groups after they 
were starting, and they were not - it just was not going very well (interview, May 
23, 2014). 
As of 2013, the staff training was extended to one and a half days, including a 
half-day of team building, four and a half hours of training focusing on the model, and 
program planning. I used a similar structure for the staff training in 2014. As Peterson 
stated earlier, four and a half hours of training was the minimum. However, as I discussed 
in the second section of Chapter 4, the negative feedback on the training was that the 
camp counselors felt that the day of training was too long and some camp counselors had 
difficulty remembering the messages and skills. Thus, the debriefing meetings played an 
important role in helping them prepare for and facilitate the discussions. One new female 
camp counselor without counselor training said, “Those meetings definitely help out with 
that. If I am facing anything, I know that I can bring it up” (Anna, interview, July 10, 
2014). She pointed out that the consistent debriefing meetings were not just a monitoring 
approach; they were also support.  
Considering the challenges these camp counselors may have had in their group, it 
is clear that they needed to spend more time in preparation. Anyone planning to 
incorporate the GERI Affective Model should think about how to use debriefing meetings 












4.3.3.3 Researcher‘s Overall Reflections 
There are always trade-offs when program administrators try to add new 
components to a summer program. The new component competes with existing activities 
for students' attention, energy, and time. It is important to evaluate the program 
thoroughly and then decide how to arrange the schedule for the students accordingly in 
order to have good balance among all elements (e.g. academics, social/counseling, and 
free time). Students benefited from the group discussion when group members shared and 
participated actively. When students were tired, they did not participate actively.  
Meanwhile, one benefit of implementing this model is that there is relatively little 
extra cost: the model involves only training the camp counselors to be group facilitators. 
Since the goal, and one of the main characteristics, of this model is to train people 
without previous professional training to be group facilitators, the training component is 
especially important. The training may cost extra due to paying the trainer and providing 
a small amount of extra lodging and meals for the camp counselors on the day of training. 
However, compared to the benefits, the extra cost is small. Overall, the training day is 
important and the debriefing meetings are crucial as well. Those who want to implement 
this model should think about how to engage the camp counselors in training and 
debriefing meetings so that they can learn the listening, responding, and group-












4.3.4 What Constraints Should Be Satisfied for Its Success? 
4.3.4.1 Assertion 1: It is Important to Generate an Appropriate Mindset in the Camp 
Counselors Beforehand As Well As Offer Enough Training and Support for 
Them 
One of the most important findings of this DBR study is that after the program 
administrators implemented the GERI Affective Model in the program for three years, 
the program climate had changed, with influence on the effectiveness of the intervention. 
In 2014, the main phase of the study, there were 11 returning camp counselors, and I 
interviewed nine of them. Among these nine were two camp counselors who had worked 
with the program since 2012 and seven who had worked with the program since 2013. I 
asked what they experienced differently between their earlier years and 2014. Mike, a 
new camp counselor in 2012, a regular camp counselor in 2013 and the male head 
counselor in 2014, shared this observation: “ [In 2012] it is like ‘oh, we have to do this’ 
or, like, I did not know that we would have to do it” (Mike, interview, July 22, 2014). 
Hanna, whose working experience in the program was similar to Mike's, supported what 
Mike observed:  
I think [in 2012] I noticed a lot of, like, it does not really matter how long the 
session is. You know, you could do it for half an hour or something, even though 
it was supposed to be an hour. So, it was kind of this looser approach...it seemed 
kind of like a ‘whatever’ sort of attitude toward it (Hanna, interview, July 22, 
2014). 
These observations about 2012 were fair. The GERI Affective Model was first 












counselors had been here for many years or not, but they had maybe been a camp 
counselor [at another program] or something. And they were doing it the way they had 
always done it, which was not good facilitation” (interview, May 23, 2014). 
Obviously, the mindset of the camp counselors in 2012 was not appropriate, and 
some camp counselors in 2012 were resistant to the GERI Affective Model, especially 
those with previous working experience in the program. What did the program staff 
members and I do to improve this situation? We made the camp counselor selection 
process more rigorous and helped them establish the mindset that facilitating small-group 
was part of their responsibilities and they were expected to pay attention to learn the 
skills and to get to know their group members, which began with the interview process. 
Two interviews supported this. Mike said, “I think, overall, the change is kind of just 
more of an expected thing now. We know for those of us that returned how to do it and 
we do it better” (Mike, interview, July 22, 2014). When I interviewed Peterson 
concerning what she had learned in the past two years, she said, “I think you made a 
more concerted effort to be selective with the people who you hired” (interview, May 23, 
2014). 
In 2013, the program staff members and I not only applied a more rigorous hiring 
process, but also provided more administrative support than was offered in 2012. I used a 
similar approach in 2014. When these returning camp counselors compared their 
experiences of administrative support in 2013 and in 2014, their reports supported that 
there were not many differences between 2013 and 2014: “I think [there] is not much 
more difference in the model” (Mark, interview, July 18, 2014). “I have not actually 












interview, July 22, 2014). One expressed that the support was good. “Not really any 
difference. Support overall both years it is - the staff inside and outside the counseling 
[has] always been very supportive. So, I would say it [has] maintained a consistent, high-
level support” (Owen, interview, July 15, 2014). Since the model was used in 2013 and in 
2014 with no noticeable difference, I wondered how the camp counselors perceived the 
new model, in retrospect. Besides the overall positive feedback, Mike said, “We do it 
better, I think, each year. So, I think overall, like, it is been a positive change for the 
program” (interview, July 22, 2014). Hanna also said, “I see, like, the counselors kind of 
taking it more seriously and, I think, trying a little harder to make it successful” 
(interview, July 22, 2014). 
Peterson's statement explained what she learned during the three years of 
implementation of the GERI Affective Model, and it was similar to my personal 
experience,  
Number one, send a message in everything. The way you look in your face when 
you talk about it, the fact that you devote time during training for it. 
Administrators are key to this. If they do not have a good attitude or they see it as 
just a little fluff. This is not fluff. This is serious business. It is a rare opportunity 
for kids. That message has to be sent. That might be an important thing (interview, 
May 23, 2014). 
Overall, it was important to help these camp counselors gain an appropriate 
mindset in regard to the group work. The model was tested for three years. The 












during the program, were similar in 2013 and 2014. These approaches can help to ensure 
the success of the model. 
4.3.4.2 Assertion 2: In this DBR Study, The Summer Enrichment Program, as a Context, 
and The GERI Affective Model, as a Designed Intervention, Reciprocally 
Influenced Each Other  
The context, a diverse university-based summer residential enrichment program 
for gifted, creative, and talented youth played an important role in this study. This role 
was not only related to who the participants were in this study but also brought about new 
challenges and new benefits during implementation of the model. The educational 
philosophy of the GERI Affective Model is that high-ability students benefit from 
discussing developmental topics with their intellectual peers in small-group settings. 
Thus, as Peterson stated, the design of the affective curriculum model has the potential to 
be shared “because you do not need to reinvent the wheel. It is something we have to 
think about--how that can be shared” (interview, May 23, 2014). However, she also 
noticed, “Of course, everything is context specific” (interview, May 23, 2014). How the 
context and the designed intervention influenced each other follows here. 
4.3.4.2.1 Diverse Cultures Influenced the Group Experience 
One characteristic of the summer program in which the model was implemented 
was cultural diversity. The high-ability students in the program interacted with other 













Fifteen students reported what they learned about cultures during the group 
discussions. A returning Lakota scholarship male student realized that not all Native 
American cultures were the same. He satated, “Navajo kids that - all that stuff—because I 
thought, like. Navajo Native American and all that kind of stuff were, like, the same, but 
they are not ” (interview, April 18, 2014). A Chinese student said he learned “about 









subprogram shared how he learned about different cultures in his group and then applied 
the learning after he came back to his home school: 
I learned a lot about foreign people. I mean, foreigners are very nice and 
everything. So, just being here I have learned to deal with this. Like we have a 
foreign exchange student in our school and they come here and the other 
American kids are just like, you know, rude to them and they start joking because 
of their broken English and everything. And I know how to relate to them because 
I’ve been here so long that I know why - you know how they feel (interview, July 
18, 2014). 
The camp counselors also reported that they observed students learning from 
different perspectives through discussing differences among cultures in the small-group 
discussion: 
A lot of times we are able to talk about cultural differences between the sort of 
things that we are talking about. You know, how involved their parents [are] in 
another culture versus how they are here. And I think that not only is it a chance 












perspective that there are different ways of doing things and they appreciate 
hearing that (Olivia, interview, July 15, 2014). 
When I asked camp counselors to describe their group members, they reported the 
cultural diversity in their groups spontaneously as their first responses. Two typical 
examples are, “I had three Navajo, two Lukachukai and one Ganado, and then I had one 
student from Colombia and then the rest were from America” (Justin, interview, July 12, 
2014), and “I have four White American students, one African American student, three 
Colombian students, and one Native American student from Minnesota” (Jason, 
interview, July 10, 2014). This reporting reflected that some of the camp counselors 
noticed the cultural difference instead of simplifying it as ethical differences or 
international and domestic differences. In general, these camp counselors learned two 
lessons from the cultural diversity in their group. First, nine said they learned high-ability 
students with different cultural backgrounds face the similar developmental challenges. 
One returning male camp counselor said this: 
A lot of similarities because, despite the different backgrounds, they are all in the 
same age. They are all in school. They have all been labeled as gifted so there as 
some common stressors in their lives, mainly school related, which is not 
surprising. So, they all had that in common and could all talk about that freely 
(Owen, interview, July 15, 2014). 
Another new male camp counselor observed the following: 
It was kind of a lot easier than I thought. I was worried especially about the 












group of returners you could not even tell there were cultural differences (Owen, 
interview, July 15, 2014). 





subprogram, has this insight: 
One of the questions was describe, like, the things that your parents have given 
you advice about, and they all were all raising their hand for all these different 
things...Then, you could see, you know, oh, my gosh, everyone is the same way 
(Grace, interview, July 07, 2014).  
Second, 14 of these camp counselors noticed differences among the cultures. Lily 
said, “It has given me a great opportunity to deal - or to, like, learn from students of many 
cultures. I mean, I am learning just as much as they are” (interview, July 16, 2014). Gary, 
a returning camp counselor, also said, “The Saudi guys...because their culture and 
religion is very strong and very different than what is here” (interview, July 22, 2014). A 
new male camp counselor noticed that Diné youths observed what happened in the group: 
My two Lukachukai boys were very, very quiet. And so, they didn't really add a 
lot and I let them pass when they wanted to, but there were sometimes when I 
knew that they were listening because they were very observant, and they knew 
what was going on the group (Justin, interview, July 12, 2014).  
During the research-related observations, one item was whether the group 
facilitator showed respect for group members’ varied backgrounds and cultures. Among 
the 27 camp counselors facilitating groups, the observers recognized that 21 (78%) met 
this criterion. That finding reflects that the camp counselors, as a whole, showed respect 












Additionally, one was identified as “does not consistently meet the requirements,” and 
the other five were observed in the first week, which may have influenced their behaviors. 
During the interviews, some camp counselors admitted that these differences among 
cultures sometimes increased the difficulties of group facilitation. For example, Gary, 
below, described what happened in his group. Gary was someone with the school 
counseling background. He used a similar response when he faced other challenges in his 
group, he adopted various approaches to address cultural issues in the groups. Gary 
facilitated a situation where the group members were unfamiliar with a certain culture. 
He used questions to help students further explain their cultures to other group members: 
He was a Native American student and we were talking about, like, brothers and 
sisters, and he really did not know how to answer the question because of the way 
his tribe recognized family. And people were getting frustrated in my group 
because they were, like, how do you not know how many brothers and sisters you 
have? Like, how do you not understand what that concept is? So, [Instead of 
ignoring it, I] taking time to culturally asks “Well, can you explain to me your 
culture, you know? What is family in your culture?” kind of helped open the 
doors a little bit so people would understand (Gary, Interview, July 22, 2014). 
However, seven camp counselors suggested that it is important to intentionally 
pay attention to cultural diversity. For example, during the interviews, two female camp 
counselors and one male counselor described their Native American students as different, 
but did not specify which cultures they were from (i.e., Diné, Lakota, Ojibwe). This lack 
of identifying which tribes may reflect that cultures need to be clarified. In addition, a 












think that none of us were prepared on how to run a group when you have not just 
language, but also different cultures who probably are not the most keen to share in a 
counseling group like that” (Brenda, interview, July 24, 2014). Hanna, a licensed school 
counselor with previous experience with group work, revealed the complexity of the 
diversity in the groups: 
I think really the main thing is being sensitive to cultures...any groups outside of 
here I have not had international students...that is the biggest difference—is just 
learning how to just appreciate where they are at with things, what they 
want to share, and if they do not go to a higher level processing, then that is okay 
(Hanna, interview, July 22, 2014). 
Two camp counselors suggested incorporating more universal topics so that high-
ability students from different cultures would relate to them. Gary explained, “I try to do 
my best to relate it to other cultures and give them the opportunity to explain their culture, 
but I think sometimes the topics are very based on the U.S. schooling system” (interview, 
July 22, 2014). After my first interview, Lucas asked for a second interview to provide 
his suggestions to the model, including the following: 
Multi-cultural to me means having a curriculum that can be used with people 
from multiple cultures, and I think looking at the curriculum, especially for the 
second two weeks that I was here, I think it was not the greatest multi-
cultural...Self esteem-again, I think it is also one that is kind of culturally based 
here in the US... more topics maybe that are more universal, like stress, dealing 












In summary, the context affected the small-group experience of high-ability 
students and camp counselors. The new learning and challenges related to having 
differing cultures in the groups, and even the suggestions for increasing multi-cultural 
aspects of the model, were all influenced by the special context, a diverse university-
based summer residential enrichment program for gifted, creative, and talented youth.   
4.3.4.2.2 Implementing the GERI Affective Model Influenced the Program and Changed 
the Climate Positively 
When I implemented the model, I expected beforehand that it would influence 
many aspects of the program as a whole, both positively and negatively. One of the most 
positive influences of the model was helping these high-ability students become 
acquainted in depth, and one of the negative influences was the scheduling issue. I 
discussed both of these issues in the previous section. During the interviews, the camp 
counselors reported two other positive influences of the program, including how it 
increased the overall positivity and uniqueness of the camp experience for high-ability 
students and how it changed the climate, a subtle but important and positive influence of 
this model. Owen, a returning male camp counselor, made this observation: 
It adds a whole new layer to it because I am sure there are a lot of camps with 
various types of people - gifted, not gifted, whatever, that are giving them classes, 
that are doing sports, that are doing fun activities. I am sure there are a lot of 
camps that do that. And if we did not do the counseling session, I doubt [this 
program] would stand out that much. We are one of the only ones or one of the 












become the leader of that movement or of that front (Owen, interview, July 15, 
2014). 
Anna, a new camp counselor, reported her observations as well. They reflected how an 
affective curriculum amplified the camp experience in such a culturally diverse summer 
program:  
Since we have so many students from all over the world, it really allows them to 
mix amongst each other, whereas otherwise they might not because during their 
free time and meals they are always more than likely they stick with their group 
that they came with or who they feel comfortable with. But, like, I think once they 
got to know each other through this small-group time, then they started. I saw 
them, like, start to hang out with each other in other times of the day as well 
(Anna, interview, July 10, 2014). 
An international male student's feedback on the survey supported the uniqueness of the 
experience in the small-group discussions in summer program. In the question of other 
comments, he wrote this: 
I have had similar experiences like the one I had in this camp, and my friends 
have been to many camps around the world. However, this is the only camp as far 





 grade subprogram, survey). 
The other positive influence was the climate change. I interviewed these camp 
counselors, asking, on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 meaning a great and positive effect, to 
what extent the small-group meetings influenced the “climate” or atmosphere of the 












answers were equal to or higher than seven on the 10-point scale. A new female 
counselor said, “I would say 8 or 9 because I can see in my group how they bonded, and 
that was reflected outside the discussions. I could see it on the [dormitory] floor. They 
were laughing all the time” (Sophia, interview, July 24, 2014). Another female camp 
counselor described additional connection:  
To see them making sure before they left that they had each other's phone 
numbers or they were friends on Facebook or things like that, I could really tell 
that they had made a connection and that those friendships were something that 
meant a lot to them (Brenda, interview, July 24, 2014). 
The climate change may also have been caused by the training that helped the 
camp counselors develop the ability to interact with the high-ability students in positive 
ways. When Peterson explained how the affective curriculum might have influenced the 
program, based on her previous experiences, she said, “I heard how they are applying 
what they are learning beyond just the small-group work. I can see that they are doing 
that in the dorm living, eating and things like that” (interview, May 23, 2014). Louis, a 




grade subprogram, shared how he applied these 
skills outside of the group: 
I feel like the small-group discussion helped out not only in that hour, but helped 
out throughout the whole camp because ...It is not like I turn on my skills when 
the 6:15 starts and turn them off at 7:15, because I feel like these skills that we're 













Furthermore, some former campers became camp counselors in 2014. Among 24 
camp counselors who participated in the interviews, three of them were previous camp 
participants. I asked them to compare their past and current experiences. They noticed 
that in the past there were evening study sessions and now there were small-group 
discussion sessions, making the program more comprehensive. Additionally, the program 
served shy students better, and the relationships between the camp counselors and 
students were closer. 




 grade and who had 
been a camp counselor for two years, Mark described the changes: 
It was different because I was used to going to class again during the evening 
after a study session, but the group was something. It was more of a relax feel that 
allowed for just you and your group to kind of know more on a personal level. So, 
I thought it was very beneficial... [in the past] there were some other students, that 
I am remembering, they did not get to know other people from your group as well 
as they are now (Mark, interview, July 18, 2014). 
In general, the summer program had changed and the majority of the changes 
were positive because of the implementation of the GERI Affective Model. Through the 
training, camp counselors were more capable to work with the high-ability students, and 
high-ability students interacted positively with each other in the group and transferred the 












4.3.4.2.3 The Subprograms Matter 
The summer program was comprised of three subprograms, organized according 





subprogram were students from China, and these Chinese students had varied English 





 subprogram were Colombian students from an exchange program, and they also had 
limited English proficiency. As I stated previously, the language barrier was a challenge 
for camp counselors during group facilitation. However, how the language influenced the 
























subprogram are two weeks for each session. It influenced how many times the camp 
counselors had debriefing meetings and how many times the discussion groups met. In 




 grade subprogram are young, all the activities 
are mandatory and the camp counselors are always with their groups. It also influenced 
what the camp counselors had to pay attention to how they managed their groups. The 
overall relationships between camp counselors and students influenced the group 
dynamics. After the first debriefing meeting with the camp counselors in each of the three 





subprogram] counselors talked a lot about the walking and getting 

















counselors together. That is interesting. (interview, July 03, 2014) 
4.3.4.3 Researcher‘s Overall Reflections 
In DBR research, the researchers usually play an important role and influence the 
studies. The research team interacted with the practitioners, and they created the results 
together. As I analyzed the data and discovered the importance of the hiring process, 
training, and messages that the GERI Affective Model benefited the high-ability students, 
I can see how I, as a researcher, influenced the study although I was not training the camp 
counselors and interacting with these high-ability students.  
Insights related to cultural differences that came from the groups depended on 
which students and which cultures were in their groups and subprograms. The cultural 
components varied per subprogram and from each year. About context, there were two 
layers, the summer program as a whole and the three subprograms. Differing schedules, 
age differences among the subprograms, and various nationalities among the three 
subprograms influenced the group work. In this model, I arranged the same training for 
all the camp counselors, but arranged the debriefing meetings according to subprogram, 
since each addressed topics pertinent to that age group.  
In summary, based on Chapter 4, I understand how the context and group 
discussions influenced each other reciprocally. The design of this model was able to 
address the majority of the special aspects of the context although some improvements 












CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents a summary of the study and important conclusions drawn 
from the findings presented in Chapter 4. Limitations, implications, and directions for 
future research are also discussed. I conclude this chapter with a final reflection section in 
the spirit of DBR. The issue of how to conduct an effective affective intervention to 
address the social and emotional needs of high-ability students has yet to be fully 
understood and research is limited. The four purposes of this study were to:  
1. Develop GERI Affective Model, an empirically-based proactive, development-
oriented affective curriculum model with small-group format, for a summer 
residential enrichment program for high-ability students. The particular form in 
this context was small-group affective curriculum based on the Proactive 
Developmental Attention Model (PDA Model). 
2. Explore group facilitators’ perceptions of the GERI Affective Model. 
3. Explore high-ability students’ experiences with the affective curriculum, focusing 
on feedback from the various cultural groups involved in the program. 
4. Use the results to further refine the GERI Affective Model 
The overarching question of the main study was this: How does the GERI 
Affective Model work for differing economic and cultural groups of students in this 












specifically, does this curriculum address the needs of students from low-income families, 
Native American students from three tribes, and international students? 
5.1 A Summary of the Study 
Although researchers have advocated paying attention to the social and emotional 
development of high-ability students, only a few empirical studies have been conducted 
on affective interventions in gifted education, and even fewer studies focus on the extent 
to which these programs address students’ affective needs. In this study, I adopted 
Design-Based Research (DBR) as the methodological framework to investigate the 
effectiveness and outcomes of the GERI Affective Model in a diverse, university-based, 
summer-residential, enrichment program for gifted, creative, and talented youth. Overall, 
the findings from this study are aligned with previous theories suggesting that high-
ability students face similar developmental tasks as their same-age peers although they 
may experience social and emotional development qualitatively differently (e.g., 
Colangelo, 2003; Hébert, 2011; Jen, 2014; Moon, 2009; Neihart et al., 2002; Peterson, 
2003a, 2007,2009; Peterson et al., 2015; Silverman, 1993, 2012). The findings confirm 
previous research findings that high-ability students benefit from a well-planned social 
and emotional intervention (e.g., Elmore & Zenus, 1994; Humes & Clark, 1989; Jackson 
& Moyle, 2009; Kerr, 1986; Kerr & Ghrist-Priebe; 1988; Kerr & Robinson Kurpius, 2004; 
Mofield & Chakraborti-Ghosh, 2010; Olshen & Matthews, 1987; Olszewski-Kubilius & 
Laubscher, 1996; Peterson & Lorimer, 2011). More specifically, this study demonstrated 
high-ability students reported short-term positive outcomes (e.g., learning one thing or a 
concept, building deep relationships with group members, having memorable moments in 












Native American students from three tribes (i.e., Diné, Ojibwe, Lakota) also provided 
positive long-term outcomes of behaviors changes and increased confidence after 
receiving the intervention the previous summer. Compared with previous studies, this 
affective intervention was one of the shortest ones. Only Kerr (1986) provided a shorter 
affective intervention than this one, but instead reporting specific outcomes, she reported 
students' preference about group work. Another short one is Peterson's study in the 
university-based daily summer program (Peterson, 2013). She designed the affective 
intervention for about seven and half hours, she focused on the learning of the school 





 grade students received this affective intervention in 2014. With the 
program evaluation results and interviews with 101 students, this study was the study 
with largest sample size in previous empirical social and emotional international studies. 
All together, the results in this study revealed that although three to six hours affective 
intervention was short, it influenced high-ability students' social and emotional well-
being in a positive way and the students can articulate what they gained positively 
through the experience. 
This study extends those findings to indicate the constraints that should be 
satisfied to ensure success of a well-planned intervention, explore the long-term 
outcomes for Native American high-ability students from three tribes (i.e., Diné, Ojibwe, 
Lakota), and provide guidance for training people without previous counseling training to 
help high-ability students. Moreover, the findings add to the literature on social and 












development, small-group work, DBR as a methodological framework, and summer 
enrichment programs.   
5.2 What Did We Learn from the Research to Enrich Theories 
5.2.1 Social and Emotional Interventions 
In the findings section, I described the refined model, reported findings on the 
short-term and long-term outcomes for student participants and the training of the group 
facilitators, and provided reflective thoughts about the model. These findings and 
reflective thoughts, all together, enrich the literature on social and emotional 
interventions with high ability students. Although previous researchers have encouraged 
people in the field of gifted education to pay attention to the need of high-ability students 
for affective interventions (e.g., Hébert, 2011;  Moon, 2009; Neihart et al., 2002; Peterson, 
2009; Silverman, 1993, 2012), a comprehensive search of research from the past 30 years, 
from 1984-2014, revealed only limited empirical studies related to social and emotional 
interventions in the field of gifted education. Thus, this study presents comprehensive 
findings on this neglected topic. Our research team built an evidence-based affective 
curriculum model (i.e., the GERI Affective Model), field tested it, revised it, and re-
implemented it until the model was stable and fit well in the context, a diverse, 
university-based summer residential enrichment program for gifted, creative, and talented 
youth. The results revealed that the affective intervention benefitted the high-ability 
students who participated in program that was studied and suggested that this type of 
affective intervention has potential for implementation in other summer programs to 












5.2.1.1 GERI Affective Model 
The GERI Affective Model I presented as part of the results in this study 
contained four elements: training ( model training before the program and face to face on-
site training), format of the small-group meetings, monitoring and support components 
(debriefing meeting and administration requirements), and topics. After a three-year 
design cycle, the model appears to be strong. Although all four elements of the GERI 
Affective Model were needed for an effective intervention, each element can also be 
applied to other affective interventions and adds to the rigor of the design because each of 
them is evidence-based. All elements have been tested. For example, Van-Tassel-Baska 
et al. (2014) suggested using the Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) to design affective 
interventions. They proposed that high-ability students would benefit by writing and 
sharing emotions in a classroom setting with a pre-set lesson plan although they did 
specify who the instructors were. If educators decide to use the ICM and invite teachers 
to be the instructors, the training element in the current study can help them train the 
teachers effectively by increasing their knowledge of the characteristics of the gifted 
students and providing skills to help with general discussion.   
One important finding of this study was the importance of the monitoring and 
support components, an element that has been underestimated in importance and not 
investigated fully in previous research. The findings extend previous studies of proactive 
affective interventions in the field of gifted education (e.g., Mofield & Chakraborti-
Ghosh, 2010l; Peterson, 2003b, 2008) and studies of training laypeople (e.g., teachers, 
coaches) to conduct group interventions (e.g., Peterson & Lorimer, 2012; Roland & 












inviting people without professional counselor training to conduct affective curriculum 
with high-ability students, they need to provide sufficient monitoring and support. The 
training in this kind of affective intervention, which is facilitated by laypeople, was 
usually relatively brief, in a workshop format. The workshop trainer usually trained the 
laypeople without professional counseling training for 3 to 5 hours and then the laypeople 
served as group facilitators independently. The positive feedback from the camp 
counselors in this study to the monitoring and support components demonstrated that 
these people without professional training benefited from the ongoing assistance and 
improved their skills in addressing group issues in the regular meetings with the 
professional trainers. Moreover, even if people with professional counseling training 
work with high-ability students in small-group discussions, since the students have 
various gifted characteristics incorporating the monitoring and support components is 
wise. In other words, support is needed to help lay camp counselors with counseling 
skills and both lay and trained camp counselors with the specialized skills needed to 
facilitate affective discussions in groups of gifted students. Peterson (2013) studied the 
perceptions of school counselors after they had facilitated small-group discussions with 
K-4
th 
grade high-ability students in a summer program and found that these school 
counselors had not expected that gifted children would be so different from general-
population children. The characteristics associated with giftedness may increase the 
challenges of facilitating affective interventions. Thus, compared to suggestions to extend 
the length of training (e.g., Roland & Neitzschman, 1996), incorporating the monitoring 












effective approach. It helps the facilitators regardless of their previous professional 
training. 
When educators conduct affective interventions, especially when the intervention 
is a small-group discussion format, ethical issues may arise (Erford, 2010). Moreover, 
parents may have concerns regarding what the content of the affective intervention is and 
what happens in the groups. In this study, I conducted systematic observations as a data 
collection approach in the beginning and suggest that educators include such observation 
as part of the monitoring and support components, as presented in the findings section. 
Previous studies showed that researchers learned from informal observation, but none of 
the studies included formal observation (Olshen & Matthews, 1987; Elmore & 
Zenus,1994; Ciechalski & Schmidt 1995). This study confirms that when implementing 
an affective intervention, systemic observation helps researchers and educators capture 
what happens and better identify what was relevant to the success (Kennedy-Clark, 2013). 
In summary, the monitoring and support aspect is important in the affective intervention, 
since it contributes to effectiveness. If parents have any concerns, educators can 
communicate with them based on direct observation of group activity and information 
they learned from debriefing meetings.  
5.2.1.2 Positive Short-Term Outcomes of the Participation in the Affective Curriculum 
In this study, the high-ability students reported positive experiences with the 
affective curriculum. This finding supports previous studies and the researchers' clinical 
experience in those other studies, specifically with respect to short-term outcomes 
(Finney & Van Dalsem, 1969; Humes & Clark, 1989; Peterson, 1990; Peterson, Betts, & 












reported that they enjoyed the small-group discussions and felt the discussions influenced 
their relationships with other campers positively. The bonds among the high-ability 
students and the positive social interaction in each group enriched the overall camp 
experience in the summer residential program. This result suggests that an education 
program for high-ability students should incorporate a guidance component with social 
interaction that may amplify the advantages of interacting with intellectual peers. 
Moreover, most of the campers were able to articulate at least one thing they learned 
through the small-group discussions, including but not limited to specific ideas, 
disciplines, values, or even ways to deal with life issues. The high-ability students learned 
from each other in the groups. This finding supports the theory, the Proactive 
Developmental Attention Model (PDA Model) (Peterson, 2003b, 2007, 2011), that small-
group discussion with universal topics is an effective affective intervention for high-
ability students (Jen, 2014; Peterson, Betts, & Bradley, 2009; Peterson & Lorimer, 2011). 
5.2.1.3 Positive Short-Term and Long-Term Outcomes of the Native American Students 
from Three Tribes, Responding to the Affective Curriculum 
One of the key findings of this study was the positive short-term and long-term 
outcomes of the Native American students from three tribes (i.e., Lakota, Ojibwe, Diné). 
This in-depth study of the Native American students from three tribes was a response to 
the call from Gentry et al. (2014) that researchers should pay more attention to high-
ability Native American students. The findings support Wu and Gentry’s (2014) findings 
that Diné students benefited from participating in a diverse university-based summer 
residential enrichment program, but also extend those findings to two additional tribes 












for Diné youth were related to academic benefits although they also found the Diné high-
ability students enjoyed the friendships they built in the program. The high-ability Native 
American students from the three tribes in this study enjoyed the small group discussions 
and gained the same positive short-outcomes as the typical high-ability students in the 
summer program. Moreover, 68% of these returning Native American students changed 
their behaviors positively. The changed behaviors, across participants from the three 
tribes, were stronger self-confidence and more openness to people than before. Other 
researchers have suggested the importance of using affective intervention to support the 
positive well-being and resilience development of diverse high-ability students (e.g., 
Bland & Sowa, 1994; Hébert, 2011; Moon, 2002; Worrell, 2012). More specifically, Lee 
et al., (2015) suggested that gifted students may benefit from the social support they 
receive in the summer program. After those experiences, they may have more confidence 
to enter and succeed in a challenging learning and living environment. In this study, high-
ability Native American students from three tribes benefited from participating in the 
small-group discussions, which contained students of similar age and gender, with mixed 
ethnicity.  
5.2.2 Developmental Models of High-Ability Students' Social and Emotional 
Development 
Through the discussions, high-ability students in this study recognized that they 
were also adolescents with developmental tasks similar to those of more typical 
adolescents. This feedback, combined with reports from the camp counselors that camp 
counselors themselves learned about the gifted aspect of the students in their group and 












to similarities and differences in social and emotional development between high-ability 
groups and typical adolescent groups (Colangelo, 2003; Hébert, 2011; Jen, 2014; Moon, 
2009; Neihart et al., 2002; Peterson, 2003; Silverman, 1993, 2012). Moreover, the results 
supported that Peterson's Proactive Developmental Attention Model (PDA model) could 
be used as a theoretical framework when researchers design an affective intervention for 
high ability students (Peterson, 2007, 2009, 2011). From a prevention perspective, using 
developmental models to design affective interventions, which here targeted all students, 
without assessment of risk, functioned well in this kind of summer program. Future 
researchers might examine whether a remedial approach targeting at-risk students 
functions as well as the developmental model in a summer program. When conducting 
small-group affective discussions with high-ability students, the list of topics, related to 
universal development tasks, noted in chapter three, worked appropriately in this study 
and might be seen as a starting point for other affective curriculum designers.  
5.3 Using Design-Based Research in Gifted Education 
One of the key contributions of this study is a model for how to design, develop 
and implement an affective curriculum model in a real educational context, in this case, a 
diverse university-based summer residential enrichment program for gifted, creative, and 
talented youth, which is one of the oldest summer programs in the United States. Dai and 
Chen (2013) and Jen et al., (2015) argued that the field of gifted education needs more 
DBR for a fundamental understanding of the process, goals, and context of various types 
of gifted programming. I adopted the DBR as methodological framework, making this 
study one of the first DBR studies in gifted education. The amount of data in this study 












analysis, qualitative) and present this study, following guidelines from Collins et al. 
(2004) and Jen et al. (2015). This study is an example of how to apply DBR in the field 
of gifted education. I also extended the use of the DBR to field of gifted, creative, and 
talented studies. 
In a DBR study, some data comes from the nature of the context and should be 
valued because it provides important information (Jen et al., 2015). In this study, instead 
of viewing the differing backgrounds of the camp counselors as a variable needing to be 
controlled, I found that the camp counselors used various strategies to deal with the 
challenges they faced in the groups. When implementing a designed intervention in 
multiple groups, the previous professional knowledge, personal strengths, and even the 
beliefs about education or learning of the camp counselors influenced the results. In this 
study, they brought their own expertise to the group work, and those with school 
counselor training background not only facilitated their groups qualitatively differently, 
but also provided perspectives in all debriefing discussions that differed from the others. 
These all influenced how the GERI Affective Model functioned and probably also how it 
was experienced.  
Meanwhile, one challenge of a DBR study is that researchers need resources to 
conduct it (Jen et al., 2015). In this study, by working with the HOPE
+
 research group, I 
was able to extend and enrich the study by conducting an in-depth research project with 
high-ability Native American students from three tribes. Additionally, by working with 
the summer residential program staff members, I had extra support. This experience 












(2015) stated, DBR research can also be part of an existing study or program. It is 
important for DBR researchers to recognize the resources they have available. 
5.4 The Value of Incorporating the Affective Curriculum into the Summer Residential 
Enrichment Program 
The summer residential enrichment program, as the context, played an important 
role in this study. The results revealed that a guidance affective component of a summer 
program can influence high-ability students' social and emotional development positively. 
The findings extend previous studies of the influence on the social development and peer 
relationships of participation of summer programs (Enersen, 1993; Lenz & Burruss, 1994; 
Van Tassel-Baska et al., 1984). More specifically, the findings add to the literature by 
demonstrating how and to what extent a particular program component (i.e., small-group 
affective discussion) affected high-ability students. Educators and program planners can 
incorporate an affective intervention to help high-ability students know each other better 
and hone friendships, which was one of the social and emotional benefit mentioned most 
this study. Additionally, high-ability students explored their feelings, interests, life stories, 
and cultures with each other and developed interpersonal skills in the groups. 
In DBR studies, climate changes and system changes are also learning outcomes 
(Barab & Squire, 2004; Collins et al., 2004; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; 
Hoadley, 2004). In this study, some slow, yet noticeable, changes in the program climate 
occurred, between the time the affective interventions were first tested in 2012 to the 
main study in 2014. The main climate changes among staff members were that the camp 
counselors were much more willing to conduct small-group discussions because they had 












had had without training. For students, the system had changed. The interaction in the 
groups positively influenced the interaction outside of the group. High-ability students 
reported that they felt they had friends to talk with and trust in the program, and they 
spent more time with each other than in previous years. Peterson and Lorimer (2011) 
reported that, when applying the proactive, development-focused affective intervention to 
build a positive environment, it took time to change the school culture. This study 
supports that some positive effects of the affective intervention, especially on the whole 
system, take time to appear.  
It is noteworthy that the context, a summer residential enrichment program, and 
the GERI Affective Model, as a designed intervention, influenced each other reciprocally. 
Kulic et al. (2001) reported in their literature review, which spanned 25 years, that the 
majority (80.6%) of prevention group work with K-12 students was conducted in a school, 
and prevention-oriented small groups typically tended to run for 1 to 3 months, with a 
few running for 3 to 6 months. The small-group format in this summer program is rare 
and relatively shorter than is typical in a school setting. Yalom and Leszcz (2005) 
discussed the five stages of group development: forming, storming, norming, performing, 
and adjourning as well as what the professionals could do and expect in each stage. The 
five-stage model may not be directly applicable to small-group work in a summer 





 grade subprogram, six times for 360 minutes for older students) may 
have contributed to the various challenges encountered during facilitation, although high-
ability students benefited from the experience. The findings suggested that the facilitators 












late stages in the subprograms with six meetings but not with just three meetings. Thus, 
an appropriate expectation of small-group work in a summer program becomes even 
more crucial. The professional trainer should help the facilitators establish an appropriate 
mindset regarding how small-group work might function in the summer program. 
Although it is important to introduce group work theories to laypeople to help them 
become effective facilitators, the professional trainers need to consider context and adjust 
expectations of the group work accordingly. When they provide training to laypeople, 
they can help these laypeople to set appropriate expectations as well.   
Additionally, the schedule of a summer program may influence group work 
differently from schedules in a school setting. High-ability students usually have a more 
intensive experience in a summer program than in regular school settings. They meet new 
people and learn advanced curriculum, and many may experience being away from home, 
living in a college dormitory, for the first time. Educators and program planners need to 
think about how to address increasing levels of tiredness as a result of adding yet another 
layer of educational service to a summer program with an already tight schedule.   
5.4.1 Diversity and Gifted Identity Influences Group Work 
Approximately 30% of the high-ability students in this study received 
scholarships and/or other financial aid to participate in the summer residential program. 
Findings showed that high-ability students from low-income backgrounds had small-
group experiences similar to those of other high-ability students. The format of the GERI 
Affective Model, which mixed different types of students with respect to culture, 
ethnicity, and SES in small groups, apparently functioned well. Moreover, adding a 












students from low-income backgrounds, because a high percentage of them reported that 
they were shy and usually slow to engage others socially. The small-group experience 
provided social support for students from diverse backgrounds. The small groups served 
as scaffold because they provided semi-structured social interaction opportunities and 
helped students become acquainted. The findings of this study support prior research 
which suggested that high-ability students from diverse backgrounds may differ in needs 
related to social and emotional development, but also have characteristics in common 
with typical high-ability students (e.g., Bland, & Sowa, 1994; Hébert, 2011; Peterson, 
1997).  
A hallmark of this residential program was the diversity of cultures represented. 
In the small groups, cultural diversity was largely a positive factor that enriched the 
discussion, but the language barrier for some cultures was challenging. Kulic et al. (2001) 
suggested that, when forming a prevention group, ethnic and cultural diversity within the 
younger-aged groups is desirable. However, they did not specify the age range for 




 grade) reported 
positive small-group discussion experiences in their groups with mixed ethnicities and 
cultures. This study supports it and extends the results to older groups. In this study, those 
5
th
 to 12 
th
 grade high-ability students benefited by the groups with mixed ethnicities and 
cultures. Moreover, this study showed that two factors may influence the positive group 
outcomes. First, previous researchers found that that group members were willing to self-
disclose if they felt acceptance in the group (Yalom & Leszcz, 2005), and perceived 
similarity in the group helped members feel accepted, a factor related to group 












high-ability students. The fact that the “gifted” identity was shared regardless of ethnicity 
and culture may have helped members find similarities and feel acceptance (cf. Worrell, 
2012). Second, the camp counselors’ attitude to the English proficiency influenced. Some 
high-ability students and the camp counselors complained that the lack of fluency in 
English influenced the group experience negatively. However, although English 
proficiency influenced group dynamics and cohesiveness, various ethnic and cultural 
issues could be addressed positively, with the attitude of learning from each other, 
especially if group facilitators were alert to this potential benefit.   
5.5 Limitations 
This study has several limitations. First is the context. The model was designed 
and monitored by a university professor with expertise in small-group discussion and 
gifted education. Other summer programs may lack this resource, potentially 
discouraging program administrators from incorporating a guidance component into a 
summer programs. Because I recognized this limitation, I used Design-Based Research 
(DBR) as a methodological framework. It allowed me to include the role of context in the 
model and explore how context affected the effectiveness of the model.   
Second, I conducted the interviews with the high-ability students at two different 
times: two months before the program and during the program. Additionally, the 
participants in the first phase interviews were all Native American students from three 
tribes. The benefit of this approach was to give me an opportunity to interview more 
students and conduct an in-depth study of returning Native American students (i.e., Diné, 
Lakota, Ojibwe). These methods increased the richness of the data. However, when I 












high-potential Native American students. Thus, my interview questions were combined 
with my colleagues’ interview questions, based on differing research interests. Although 
the results did not show any difference, I admit that the data from this phase may be 
different from the data when I used only my own interview protocol to interview the 
high-ability students in July 2014.  
Third, to investigate whether experiences in small-group discussion influenced 
students’ later lives, I interviewed high-ability students who participated in the program 
in 2012 and/or 2013 and also in 2014. However, because of difficulty in contacting 
students and because many students, especially international students, come to the 
summer program just once, I was not able to find many returning students to interview. 
The only exception was among the Native American groups (i.e., Diné, Lakota, Ojibwe) 
since many of them could join the program more than once because of scholarships from 
the HOPE
+
 program. Considering the special context and culture of these students, the 
findings about the long-term effects of the program cannot be generalized to other groups. 
Finally, despite using several approaches to reduce researcher bias and influence, 
I can see that I influenced the study. My educational belief that high-ability students 
benefit from a proactive affective intervention influenced the camp counselors. The 
majority of them were without gifted education background and school counselor training. 
The findings and member-checking revealed that my belief regarding the importance of 
the affective intervention may have been a key influence on the effectiveness of the 
affective intervention. In DBR research, researcher bias and influences are inevitable (Jen 
et al., 2015). Thus, instead of viewing my expertise as a bias, I interpreted it as a resource 













The results of this study showed that the GERI Affective Model can be an 
effective affective intervention in a summer residential enrichment program and that 
high-ability students can benefit from participation. If coordinators of summer programs 
consider adding a guidance affective component to help high-ability students become 
acquainted through structured social interaction, an intervention for all program enrollees, 
designed from a developmental and proactive perspective with a small-group format, 
appears to be a good option. If the population of the summer program is culturally and 
economically diverse, such an intervention may increase students’ capacity to enjoy peers 
who come from backgrounds differing from their own.  
In addition, for gifted education teachers and administrators in regular education 
settings, this GERI Affective Model has the potential to be conducted successfully. High-
ability students, although they are viewed as among the “all students” whose needs 
school counselors should address (ASCA, 2013), usually do not have attention and 
service from school counselors (Wood, 2010). An affective intervention focused on 
universal developmental tasks can address special needs of high-ability students with 
characteristics associated with giftedness. Although researchers have advocated for using 
proactive developmental approaches to help high-ability students' social and emotional 
wellbeing (e.g., Colangelo, 2003; Hébert, 2011; Jen, 2014; Moon, 2009; Neihart et al., 
2002; Peterson, 2003; Peterson, Betts, & Bradley, 2009), only a few actual interventions 
have emerged from these perspectives. The affective curriculum studied here was 
developed and refined through a rigorous DBR process and is evidenced-based, a process 












although some delivery structures may need to be adjusted to accommodate needs and 
schedule of a particular setting. 
The findings about high-ability students from low-income and diverse cultural 
backgrounds, combined with previous findings related to short-and long- term outcomes 
for Native American students from three tribes, are encouraging. Placing high-ability 
students from diverse cultural/economic backgrounds in the same summer residential 
enrichment program creates a unique environment for them to interact with each other 
around their commonality (i.e., giftedness). In addition, the degree to which giftedness is 
incorporated into identity may be increased because, in spite of differing backgrounds, 
they have a shared experience in a university-based enrichment program for gifted, 
creative, and talented youth. Resilience literature has noted that giftedness is a protective 
factor for gifted learners in adverse environments, (Bland, & Sowa, 1994; Hébert, 2011; 
Jen, 2014; Peterson, 1997). High-ability students benefit from small-group discussion 
about cultural/economic differences, and those from low-income backgrounds may 
benefit more because the small-group experience helps them become integrated into the 
summer program. 
Finally, the findings offer an important perspective to educators and summer 
program planners. Implementing the affective curriculum model with well-designed 
training, monitoring, and support components enhanced the quality of the staff members, 
who were able to interact with high-ability students effectively. In turn, the high-ability 
students received good educational services and had a positive dormitory experience, 












5.7 Suggestions for Future Research 
The small-group discussion affective curriculum is an intervention designed to 
address a real issue, namely, special needs related to positive social and emotional 
development of diverse high-ability students in a real context. Thus, even though this 
study was completed in 2014, implementation is ongoing, and follow-up research is 
underway. For example, a research team is conducting a quantitative study of whether 
satisfaction about other dormitory activities (e.g., recreation) is related to the overall 
experience of small-group discussion and whether there are differences by gender and 
subprogram. 
The findings in this study indicated that the list of discussion topics related to 
universal tasks is appropriate for students in a summer program. However, some concerns 
from the participants, especially the camp counselors, showed that there may be a need to 
re-arrange the sequence of topics, especially when the model is used in a very short 
program, because the sequence of topics can influence the group dynamics. For example, 
topics that are less personal seem best for the early stages of the guidance/ 
psychoeducational groups. In addition, some topics are more appropriate for older 
students (e.g., career), and some participants suggested a series of related topics (e.g., 
stress). Hence, thought should be given to the type and sequence of topics in each context. 
If program designers plan to address a particular issue (e.g., self-exploration, 
relationships), they should consider designing a set of topics related to the same issue and 
choose content to fit the needs of students in the various subgroups. A survey could ask 












Finally, this GERI Affective Model was conducted in a summer residential 
enrichment program in one Midwestern university. As mentioned earlier, although 
university-based enrichment programs have been one of the most important gifted 
education services in the United States for many years, the variety of instructional models 
and program types of these university-based summer programs has essentially 
transformed each program into a unique set of gifted education services. The findings of 
this study demonstrated how the program and the affective curriculum model influenced 
each other reciprocally. The model might become a prototype to be implemented in a 
different context. Jen et al. (2015) discussed the generalizability issue in DBR studies and 
pointed out that DBR researchers can make tentative generalizations that are locally 
circumscribed or analytical generalizations. The findings regarding cultural diversity, 
though important in this culturally diverse summer residential program, should be 
generalized only with extreme caution, if at all, a common admonition regarding 
qualitative research. However, “naturalistic generalization” (Eisner & Peshkin, 1990, p. 
208) may allow credible findings to be applied to similar contexts and situations. The 
next step in developing the GERI Affective Model is to release it, promote it, and try to 
implement it in different contexts. I suggest that researchers or administrators who want 
to implement this model should follow the DBR methodological framework during the 
first 2-3 implementations to discover how to refine the model for their context. The 
findings of multiple DBR studies on similar affective interventions can develop a rich 
theoretical understanding of the effectiveness of this type of affective intervention in 












5.8 Final Reflection 
I adopted Design-Based Research as the methodological framework for this study. 
It serves as a lens, through which I view this research differently from pure qualitative 
research, program evaluation studies, and action research. Here, I not only wanted to 
know how participants perceived the intervention, but also wanted to know the nuances 
of implementation through observing the small-group discussion affective model in a real 
context, i.e., a diverse university-based summer residential enrichment program for gifted, 
creative, and talented youth. To do this, I collected and analyzed data from a variety of 
sources to address the various layers of the context and examine how the designed 
affective intervention interacted with the context. 
This study revealed some directions for future inquiry. First, from 1984-2014, 
only 17 studies could be categorized as empirical studies of social and emotional 
interventions. This study revealed that high-ability students benefited from participating 
in small-group discussion with a pre-designed affective curriculum regardless of gender, 
age, cultural background, or financial disadvantages. I propose that gifted-education 
researchers, especially those who care about the social and emotional development of the 
high-ability students, conduct more empirical research in that area. We have learned from 
clinical perspectives, but more empirical studies should help us gain a more 
comprehensive understanding of the social and emotional development of high-ability 
students and how we can serve them better.    
Finally, the results of this study increased the understanding of the social and 
emotional needs of the high-ability Native American students (i.e., Diné, Ojibwe, Lakota) 












diversity in the summer program is unusual and may influence the effects of the small-
group affective curriculum. Every year, thousands of international students come to the 
United States in order to experience a university-based summer program, and the 
majority of these students are from countries in which English is not the first language. 
Moreover, researchers have been admonished to pay more attention to high-ability Native 
American students, as this population remains one of the least researched and most 
underserved in the field of gifted education (Gentry et al., 2014). The results here can 
help educators understand the dynamics of multicultural small-group discussion as well 
as offer guidance about how to effectively address social and emotional needs of Native 
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Appendix A Parent Consent Form 
STUDENT PARTICIPANTS PARENT CONSENT FORM 
 
Affective Curriculum Model into a Diverse 
University-based Summer Residential Enrichment 
Program for Gifted, Creative, and Talented Youth 
Sidney Moon, Ph.D. 
Purdue University 
Department of Educational Studies 
 
Purpose of Research  
Your child is being asked to participate in this research project because your child will 
attend the Gifted Education Resource Institute’s 2014 Summer Residential program. The 
purpose of this project is to understand your child’s experiences and perceptions while 
participating in the affective curriculum in this summer enrichment program. This 
affective curriculum is part of the camp experience and all campers in the program have 
the opportunity to participate in it. 
  
Specific Procedures  
Your child will be interviewed about his/her experiences with the affective curriculum in 
the GERI program. The interview will be conducted using a set of semi-structured open-
response questions. You are welcome to see the interview questions that will be used 
before you allow your child to participate in this study. Your child’s responses during the 
interviews will be audio recorded and transcribed for analysis of recurring themes. Your 
child will be informed that she/he can decline to continue the research any time during 
the process and if so, his/her data will not be included in research reports from the study.   
 
Duration of Participation  
Each child will participate in one interview, which will take approximately 40 minutes. 
The interview will be conducted in a conference room during free-time when students 
will be in the Summer Residential program. 
 
Risks    
The risks associated with participation in this study are minimal, and are no greater than 
those associated with everyday life. There is risk of breach of confidentiality, but 
safeguards are in place to minimize the risk of breach of confidentiality. 
 
Benefits     
There are no direct benefits to you and your child for participating in this study. However, 
a potential benefits is that your child’s responses may help educators understand the 













Confidentiality   
All data and files associated with your child including audio files will be stored securely 
in a password protected electronic file and/or in a locked file cabinet in the in the Gifted 
Education Research Institute office with access restricted to the research team . Your 
child’s camp counselor or the other campers and adults in the program will not be able to 
see your child’s response. All data files will be labeled only by a unique pseudonym. In 
order to maintain confidentiality, interview will be conducted in private locations. Your 
child will be assigned a unique identifier code that will be used to identify all study-
related data. The code will be connected to the identity of your child only in a single 
separate, locked file that will be accessible only by the research team. The code key will 
be saved for 5 years. All audio files will be transcribed and we will keep all data and the 
transcriptions indefinitely. The data may be used for future, follow-up research 
opportunities. Publications based on this research will identify your child only by 
pseudonym and will exclude any obviously identifiable information in order to ensure the 
confidentiality of identities and ensure privacy. The project’s records may be reviewed by 
the Purdue University Institutional Review Board or its designees and by departments at 
Purdue University responsible for regulatory and research oversight. 
 
Voluntary Nature of Participation 
Your child does not have to participate in this research project. If you disagree your child 
to participate in this study, the decision will not influence any learning experience of your 
child in the summer residential program. Your child will still be in the program. If you 
agree to allow your child to participate in the study, you can withdraw your child’s 
participation at any time without penalty. Your decision to let your child to participate—
or not participate—will not penalize you or your child. If you would like to see the 
interview questions in advance, please feel free to contact Enyi Jen using the contact 
information below.     
 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact Enyi Jen (co-
investigator and interviewer, ejen@purdue.edu), or Sidney Moon, Ph.D. (principal 
investigator, sidney@purdue.edu). If you agree your child to participate in this study, 
please return the signed forms to Enyi Jen (on the check-in day), or send to Gifted 
Education Resource Institute, Beering Hall of Liberal Arts and Education, 100 N. 
University Street, Room 5113, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN 47907-2098. If you 
have concerns about the treatment of research participants, you can contact the 
Institutional Review Board at Purdue University, Ernest C. Young Hall, Room 1032, 155 
S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 47907-2114. The phone number for the Board is (765) 
494-5942.  The email address is irb@purdue.edu.  
 
Documentation of Informed Consent 
I have had the opportunity to read this consent form and have the research study 
explained.  I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research project and my 
questions have been answered.  I am prepared to allow my child to participate in the 













_____ Yes, I give consent for my child to participate in this study. 
 
________________________________           
Student’s /Participant’s  Name    
 
_____________________          ____________________________          _____________ 
Parent/Guardian Name               Parent/Guardian Signature                       Date 
 
_________________________________                                                    ____________ 













Appendix B Student Assent Form 
Student Assent Form 
Project title: Affective Curriculum Model into a Diverse University-based Summer  
 Residential Enrichment Program for Gifted, Creative, and Talented Youth 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Sidney Moon 
Research Assistant: Enyi Jen 
 
We are completing a research study. A research study is a special way to find out about 
something. We want to learn about your experiences with the affective curriculum in the 
GERI Summer Residential program at Purdue University. This affective curriculum is 
part of the camp experience and all campers in the program will have the opportunity to 
participate in it. 
 
If you would like, you can be part of this research study. If you want to be part of this 
study, you will be asked to answer some open-ended questions about your experience and 
perceptions of the affective curriculum in the Summer Residential program.  
We want to tell you about some things that might happen to you if you are in this study. 
We will interview you about your experiences and perceptions of the affective curriculum 
in the Summer Residential program. The interview will take about 40 minutes, and it will 
take place in a conference room during free-time when you will be in the Summer 
Residential program. We will tape-record the interview and will later transcribe it into 
writing so that we can learn from it. When we use it, we will remove your name so that 
no one will know it came from you. 
 
If you decide to be in this study, we might find out things that will help us help other 
children. When we are finished with the study, we will write a report about it. We will 
not use your name in the report. Only Dr. Sidney Moon and Enyi Jen will be able to see 
the data. Your camp counselor or the other campers and adults in the program will not be 
able to see your response. 
 
You do not have to be in the study. Nothing bad will happen if you say “no.” If you say, 
“yes” now, but change your mind later, that’s okay. If you choose to stop in the middle of 
the interview, that’s okay, too. All you have to do is tell us you want to stop. 
If you want to be in this study, please sign your name. 
 
I, _______________________________________, want to be in this research study. 
                     (write your name here) 
______________________________________ ______________________________ 













Appendix C Professional Trainer Consent Form 
Professional Trainer CONSENT FORM 
Affective Curriculum Model into a Diverse 
University-based Summer Residential Enrichment 
Program for Gifted, Creative, and Talented Youth 
Sidney Moon, Ph.D. 
Purdue University 
Department of Educational Studies 
 
Purpose of Research  
The purpose of this study is to understand how an affective curriculum model works in a 
Diverse University-based Summer Residential Enrichment Program for Gifted, Creative, 
and Talented Youth and whether it needs further modifications 
 
Specific Procedures  
If you agree to participate in this study, you will need to sign this consent form before 
you will be interviewed and video-recorded. You will be interviewed about your 
perceptions of incorporating the affective curriculum into the Summer Residential 
program, experiences with the affective curriculum and your perceptions of the 
experience. Interviews will be conducted using a set of semi-structured and open-ended 
questions. You are welcome to see the interview questions that will be used before you 
agree to participate in the interview. Your responses during the interviews will be 
digitally recorded and transcribed for analysis of recurring themes. The interviews will be 
conducted several times: before, during and after the Summer Residential program. 
Additionally, if you agree, you will be video-recorded when you conduct the training and 
debriefing meetings. The materials used in the training session and debriefing session 
will also be collected and analyzed. Your degree of participation at each level can be 
made separately. If needed, we will contact you through mail, phone or email 
correspondence to conduct member checking of our data and findings.  
 
Duration of Participation  
Each interview will take no more than 90 minutes.  The interview will be conducted in 
your free time in a private space. The videotaped will be conducted when you led the 
training and the debriefing sessions. 
 
Risks    
The risks associated with participation in this study are minimal, and are no greater than 
those associated with everyday life. There is risk of breach of confidentiality, but 
safeguards are in place to minimize the risk of breach of confidentiality. 
 
Benefits     
There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this study. However, a potential 
benefits is that your responses may help educators understand the experience with 












Confidentiality   
In order to maintain confidentiality, interviews will be conducted in private locations. 
Your responses during the interviews will be digitally recorded and transcribed for 
analysis of recurring themes. In addition, you name will be recorded in order to be able to 
identify your responses and performances. You will be assigned a unique identifier code 
that will be used to identify all study-related data. The code will be connected to the 
identity of you only in a single separate, locked file that will be accessible only by the 
research team. This information will be kept confidential in a password-protected 
electronic file and/or in a locked file cabinet in the Gifted Education Research Institute 
office. Pseudonyms will be used when reporting findings in order to protect your identity 
and privacy. The code key will be saved for 5 years. 
 
All data files will be labeled only by a unique pseudonym. The data may be used for 
future, follow-up research opportunities. Publications based on this research will identify 
you only by pseudonym and will exclude any obviously identifiable information in order 
to ensure the confidentiality of identities and ensure privacy. The project’s records may 
be reviewed by the Purdue University Institutional Review Board or its designees and by 
departments at Purdue University responsible for regulatory and research oversight. 
 
Voluntary Nature of Participation 
You do not have to participate in this research project. If you decide to not participate in 
this study, your decision will not influence your job arrangement, your payment and the 
future hiring decision. If you agree to participate in the study, you can withdraw at any 
time without penalty. Your decision to participate—or not participate—will not penalize 
you. If you would like to see the interview questions in advance, please feel free to 
contact Enyi Jen, or Sidney Moon using the contact information below.     
 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact Enyi Jen (co-
investigator and interviewer, ejen@purdue.edu), or Sidney Moon, Ph.D. (principal 
investigator, sidney@purdue.edu). Please return the signed forms to Enyi Jen, or send to 
Gifted Education Resource Institute, Beering Hall of Liberal Arts and Education, 100 N. 
University Street, Room 5108A, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN 47907-2098. If 
you have concerns about the treatment of research participants, you can contact the 
Institutional Review Board at Purdue University, Ernest C. Young Hall, Room 1032, 155 
S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 47907-2114. The phone number for the Board is (765) 
494-5942.  The email address is irb@purdue.edu.  
 
Documentation of Informed Consent 
I have had the opportunity to read this consent form and have the research study 
explained.  I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research project and my 
questions have been answered.  I am prepared to participate in the research project 














_____  Yes, I agree to be interviewed for this study. 
_____ Yes, I agree to be videotaped for this study. 
_____ Yes, I agree the research team collect and analyze the materials I used in training  
 session and debriefing session will also be analyzed 
 
____________________________________________                   _________________ 
              Participant’s Signature                                                                    Date 
  
____________________________________________              
              Participant’s Name 
 
____________________________________________                   _________________ 














Appendix D Camp Counselor Consent Form 
ADULT PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
Affective Curriculum Model into a Diverse 
University-based Summer Residential Enrichment 
Program for Gifted, Creative, and Talented Youth 
Sidney Moon, Ph.D. 
Purdue University 
Department of Educational Studies 
 
Purpose of Research  
The purpose of this study is to understand how an affective curriculum model works in a 
Diverse 
University-based Summer Residential Enrichment Program for Gifted, Creative, and 
Talented Youth and whether it needs further modifications 
 
Specific Procedures  
If you agree to participate in this study, you will need to sign this consent form before 
you will be interviewed. You will be interviewed about your experiences with the 
affective curriculum and your perceptions of the experience. The interview will be 
conducted using a set of open-ended questions. You are welcome to see the interview 
questions that will be used before you agree to participate in the interview. Your 
responses during the interviews will be digitally recorded and transcribed for analysis of 
recurring themes.  
 
Duration of Participation  
Each interview will take no more than 90 minutes.   
 
Risks    
The risks associated with participation in this study are minimal, and are no greater than 
those associated with everyday life. There is risk of breach of confidentiality, but 
safeguards are in place to minimize the risk of breach of confidentiality. 
 
Benefits     
There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this study. However, a potential 
benefits is that your responses may help educators understand the experience with 
implementing affective curriculum into a summer residential enrichment program. 
 
Confidentiality   
All data and files associated with you including audio files will be stored securely in a 
password protected electronic file and/or in a locked file cabinet in the in the Gifted 
Education Research Institute office with access restricted to the research team . All data 
files will be labeled only by a unique pseudonym. In order to maintain confidentiality, 
interview will be conducted in private locations. You will be assigned a unique identifier 












identity of your child only in a single separate, locked file that will be accessible only by 
the research team. The code key will be saved for 5 years. All audio files will be 
transcribed and we will keep all data and the transcriptions indefinitely. The data may be 
used for future, follow-up research opportunities. Publications based on this research will 
identify you and your child only by pseudonym and will exclude any obviously 
identifiable information in order to ensure the confidentiality of identities and ensure 
privacy. The project’s records may be reviewed by the Purdue University Institutional 
Review Board or its designees and by departments at Purdue University responsible for 
regulatory and research oversight. 
 
Voluntary Nature of Participation 
You do not have to participate in this research project. If you decide to not participate in 
this study, your decision will not influence your job arrangement, your payment and the 
future hiring decision. If you agree to participate in the study, you can withdraw at any 
time without penalty. Your decision to participate—or not participate—will not penalize 
you. If you would like to see the interview questions in advance, please feel free to 
contact Enyi Jen, or Sidney Moon using the contact information below.     
 
Contact Information 
If you have any questions about this research project, you can contact Enyi Jen (co-
investigator and interviewer, ejen@purdue.edu), or Sidney Moon, Ph.D. (principal 
investigator, sidney@purdue.edu). Please return the signed forms to Enyi Jen, or send to 
Gifted Education Resource Institute, Beering Hall of Liberal Arts and Education, 100 N. 
University Street, Room 5108A, Purdue University, West Lafayette, IN 47907-2098. If 
you have concerns about the treatment of research participants, you can contact the 
Institutional Review Board at Purdue University, Ernest C. Young Hall, Room 1032, 155 
S. Grant St., West Lafayette, IN 47907-2114. The phone number for the Board is (765) 
494-5942.  The email address is irb@purdue.edu.  
 
Documentation of Informed Consent 
I have had the opportunity to read this assent form and have the research study explained.  
I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research project and my questions 
have been answered.  I am prepared to participate in the research project described above.  
I will receive a copy of this consent form after I sign it.   
 
 




__________________________________________               ______________ 
              Participant’s Signature                                                          Date 
  
__________________________________________         













__________________________________________               ______________ 













Appendix E Three Non-Standardized Questionnaires For Program Evaluation 
 
Summer Residential Affective Curriculum Feedback Form 
Name: _____________________       
Year: 20 __        
Session: Comet I    Comet II    Star I    Star II    Pulsar I   Pulsar II  
Gender: F___ M____ 
 
Please describe your perception of the experience in small group discussion 
 













4. Your opinion about including attention to social/emotional development in summer 
campus programs:  
Incorporate small-group discussions in summer program is a good idea 




























Summer Residential Affective Curriculum Feedback Form 
Name: ___                     ____       
Year: 20 __         Session: Comet I    Comet II    Star I    Star II    Pulsar I   Pulsar II  
1-5 scale (5 highest, most positive) 
1._____ The level of your satisfaction with your work as a group facilitator 
2._____ Your comfort level with facilitating discussion about social / emotional 
development  
              with gifted kids 
3._____ The level of the kids’ receptivity to discussion of social / emotional development  
4._____ The level of your skills related to group facilitation 
 
1. What did you learn about gifted/talented adolescents? 
 
2. Which topics appeared to be most valuable for your group members? 
 
3. Which topics generated the most discussion? 
 
 




5. Which topics were not “successful” in your group? In your opinion, what contributed 





















Summer Residential After Class Learning Experience Feedback Form 
How would you rate your residential hall experience?? Your feedback is important! Your 
honest-and anonymous-responses will help future camps. Thank you for your time. 
Gender: Female ____   Male _____ 
If you are an international student? Yes ____   No_____ 
Level: Comet I _____   Comet II _____   Star I______   Star II _____   
            Pulsar I _____ Pulsar II ______             
The name of your counselor: ____________________ 
Circle the number that best describes how you would rate each of the following. 
1=poor; 2=fair; 3=average; 4=good; 5=excellent. 
 
The dorm-life experience as a whole. 1  2  3  4  5  
The after-class activities as a whole. 1  2  3  4  5 
The counseling group experience as a whole. 1  2  3  4  5 
My counselor’s skill to lead the counseling group.  1  2  3  4  5 
My counselor’s skill to communicate with me. 1  2  3  4  5 
The warmth of my counselor. 1  2  3  4  5 
When I need guidance, I can get help from my counselor. 1  2  3  4  5 
My counselor’s respect for every member of the counseling group.  1  2  3  4  5 
The level of comfort I felt in the counseling group personally. 1  2  3  4  5 
The respect I felt for the other members of my counseling group. 1  2  3  4  5 
The respect that the other members of my counseling group showed 
toward me. 





















Appendix F Camp Counselor Observation Form 
GERI Summer Residential Program Camp Counselor Observation Form 
General Instructions: 
This form is for evaluating all camp counselors during small group discussions. In part A, 
rate the overall group facilitating skills of the camp counselor in each numbered criterion 
and check next to each criterion’s lettered descriptors if observed. Use part B to rate the 
camp counselor’s overall performance. In part C, justify your rating with specific 
examples.    
Date:                   Time: _____________ 
Grade Level:  Comet I   Comet II    Star I    Star II    Pulsar I    Pulsar II 
Camp Counselor:                          Observer:     __                
Group Dynamic:  Female   Male          How many students in the group:         
Topic:                                 Location:                                                        
A. Group Facilitating Skills 
Rating Scale: 
7=Excellent  6=Very Good  5=Above Average  4=Average  3=Below Average  




Comment on each 
Criterion 
 1. Emphasized confidentiality and demonstrated a 
variety of appropriate group facilitative skills.  
 
□ Specifically addressed group confidentiality. 
□ Clearly stated group guidelines, as needed.   
□ Used active listening skills. 
□ Gave positive feedback orally to students. 
□ Supported students nonverbally. 
□ Used short statements when responding to students. 
□ Asked mostly open-ended questions. 
□ Checked for accuracy. 
□ Reflected a feeling. 
□ Summarized. 
□ Paraphrased. 
□ Complimented individuals 
□ Complimented the groups 
 2. Anticipated and explored questions, issues, and 
potential challenges for the student. 
 
□ Introduced the topic adequately. 
□ Demonstrated understanding of the topic. 
□ Allowed students to ask questions. 
□ Encouraged multiple students to express opinions. 
□ Generated rich discussion. 
□ Helped students express opinions. 

















Comment on each 
Criterion 
 3. Responded sensitively and appropriately with 
differences, needs, and special circumstances of students 
from diverse backgrounds in mind, including ethnicity, 
socio-economic status, religion, culture, education, 
(dis)ability, sexual orientation, and other aspects. 
 
□ Showed respect for group members’ varied 
backgrounds and cultures. 
□ If needed, group members were encouraged to 
respect each other. 
□ Group management was adequate. 
 
B.  Overall observation/evaluation rating:  
The camp counselor: 
 [  ] Is exemplary (5) 
 [  ] Surpasses requirements (4) 
 [  ] Meets all requirements (3) 
 [  ] Does not consistently meet requirements (2) 
 [  ] Does not meet requirements (1) 
 
C.   Justification of Rating 













Observer’s signature: ___________________________ Date: _________________ 













Appendix G Interview Protocols 




Hi, I am _______. Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed today. The purpose of this 
interview is to understand your perceptions of incorporating the affective curriculum into 
the Summer Residential program. Please answer these questions based on your own 
perspective. I will record the interview and your responses will be analyzed with the data 
from other interviewees. Since all data will be analyzed together, your identity will not be 
recognized individually. If you don’t understand my question, feel free to ask for 
clarification. Additionally, if you have any questions during the interview, you can ask 
me at any time. You can ask me to stop the interview at any time you want if there is 
anything you don’t want me to record. Do you have any questions now? If no, let’s start 
the interview.  
 
Proposed Interview Questions: 
 
1. Please tell me about your expertise in education. 
Probes: educational philosophy? Past experiences? View of social and emotional 
development of high-ability students 
2. Please describe why you propose to incorporate affective curriculum into the 
summer residential program.  
Probes: why do you choose the small-group format? why do you choose those 
topics? what goals do you want to achieve? 
3. Please tell me about your perspectives about training lay-person to be group 
facilitators. 
Probes: What did you think that needed to be noticed? Benefits? Disadvantages?  
4. Please tell me how you designed the training. 
Probes: what elements did you include? Why did you include these elements?  
5. Please describe how you know if you achieved the goals of training. 
Probes: What goals did you want to achieve in the training? How did you evaluate 
the effectiveness of training? 
6. Please tell me how you established and maintained the support system (debriefing 
meeting). 
Probes: what did you do? Skills? What goals did you want to achieve in the 
debriefing meetings? 
7. Please tell me what you learned through the past two years’ experiences working 
with these camp counselors in the affective curriculum model? 
Probes: benefits? Disadvantage? Biggest challenges? New perspectives? 
8. If anything, what will you do differently in 2014? 












9. What are some changes (for improvement) you would recommend for the 
administrative staff members who implemented small-group discussions into a 
















Hi, I am _______. Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed today. The purpose of this 
interview is to understand your experience with the affective curriculum in the Summer 
Residential program. Please answer these questions based on your own perspective. I will 
record the interview and your responses will be analyzed with the data from other 
interviewees. Since all data will be analyzed together, your identity will not be 
recognized individually. If you don’t understand my question, feel free to ask for 
clarification. Additionally, if you have any questions during the interview, you can ask 
me at any time. You can ask to stop the interview at any time you want if there is 
anything you don’t want me to record. Do you have any questions now? If no, let’s start 
the interview.  
 
Proposed Interview Questions:  
 
1. Please tell me about your experience as a small-group facilitator. Please also 
describe your small group.  
2. What are your opinions about the counselor training related to facilitating small-
group discussion?  
Probes: What, if anything, did you learn through the training? What was missing 
from the training that would have helped you? 
3. What was your biggest challenge when you facilitated a group?  
Probes: How did you deal with the challenge? What happened after you tried 
these responding strategies? 
4. What was the most memorable moment for your students in the small groups you 
facilitated?  
Probes: Why do you think it was memorable for them? Can you think of one more 
memorable moment?   
5. What was the most memorable moment in your small group for you? Can you 
think of one more memorable moment for yourself?  
Probe: What made it (them) memorable for you?  
6. What are your opinions about the debriefing meetings?  
Probes: What did you like about them? Dislike? How would you improve them? 
7. What did you learn through the experience of facilitating one or more small 
groups? 
8. What are the most positive aspects of having a small-group affective (social and 
emotional) curriculum in the GERI summer programs?  
Probe: Please explain your response. 
9. What are the most negative aspects of having a small-group affective (social and 
emotional) curriculum in the program?  












10. In your opinion, on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 = a great and positive effect), to what 
extent do the small group meetings influence the “climate” or atmosphere of the 
GERI summer program? 
Probe: Please explain your response. 
11. Please describe, in as much detail as you are willing to offer, the differences 
before and after implementing the small-group affective curriculum in the GERI 
summer program?  
12. Probes: If you perceive negative differences, what do you think contributed to 
those differences? If you perceive positive differences, what do you think 
contributed to those differences? 
13. If you worked both in 2012 and 2013, what are your opinions about the difference 
between the affective curriculum model between 2012 and 2013? 
Probes: training? Debriefing? Administrating support?   
14. What are some changes (for improvement) you would recommend for the small-
group discussions?  
Probes: For the training? For the debriefing meetings?  For how and when the 
small-groups are conducted?   
 
 Q11 Q12 were only used to interview those camp counselors worked in the program 

















Hi, I am _______. Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed today. The purpose of this 
interview is to understand your experience with the affective curriculum in the Summer 
Residential program. Please answer these questions based on your own perspective. I will 
record the interview and your responses will be analyzed with the data from other 
interviewees. Since all data will be analyzed together, your identity will not be 
recognized individually. If you don’t understand my question, feel free to ask for 
clarification. Additionally, if you have any questions during the interview, you can ask 
me at any time. You can ask to stop the interview at any time you want if there is 
anything you don’t want me to record. Do you have any questions now? If no, let’s start 
the interview. 
  
Proposed Interview Questions: 
 
1. Please tell me about your experiences in the small group discusstion. 
Probes: Please describe your experience. How did you feel about being in a small 
group at the beginning of camp? At the end?  
2. Please tell me about your counselor. How would you describe your counselor?  
Describe him/her as a group leader.  
Probes: What did she/he do when your small group had a discussion? When 
nobody said anything? When someone occupied the conversation? When 
someone shared something unique? When someone shared something personal? 
3. How would you describe the other students in your small-group discussions? 
4. How did your experiences in the small group discussion influence how you 
related to the group members outside of the group discussions?  
Probes: for example, during activity time, lunch time, challenge-points activities)? 
5. What is your opinion about the topics discussed in the small group?  
Probe: How much do they seem to connect (how relevant) to your life? 
6. What was a moment in your small group that you will probably remember for a 
long time? 
Probe: Why? 
7. What did you like least about your small-group discussion? 
Probes: Why did you like least about it? What your counselors could do to make 
it better? 
8. If anything, what did you learn in your small-group discussions? 
Probes: If at all, how might you apply what you learned and experienced to your 
life? At home? At school? In the future? 
9. What do you recommend that we change about the small-group meetings next 
year? 
Probes: meeting times? Specific topics? 
10. In what way, did your experiences in your small groups influence your life? 












11. If you changed, what was one change in you after you participated in the small 
group?  
 













Appendix H Data Analysis of Counselor Observation Form 
The Group Observations 
I used the Counselor Observation Form (COF), a structured observation form, to 
conduct the persisting observations in order to identify what was relevant to the success 
of the group. Since I observed the camp counselors once each, the results were not used 
to judge whether a particular camp counselor was an effective group facilitator. Instead, I 
analyzed these 28 observations as a whole to portray what small group discussion looks 
like within the summer enrichment program. There were three main parts of 
observational findings, including the use of the group skills, the overall evaluation of the 
group facilitators, and the group dynamics. 
Checklist Result 
Based on the COF, 11 main skills, taught in training, were observed. The results 
of how the camp counselors applied these skills in the small group discussions are listed 
on Table 1. Based on the observational results, the camp counselors seemed to be able to 
apply the majority of these skills. Two skills, confidentiality and set boundaries, were not 
observed as many times  as other skills in the small groups (see table 1). Only about one-
third of the camp counselors specifically addressed group confidentiality and about half 
of the camp counselors clearly stated the group guidelines as needed to address the 
boundary issues when they were observed. However, since these observations were 
conducted in different stages of the groups, it may not reflect that the groups were loosely 
set. Instead, group facilitators were taught that they needed to address confidentiality and 
the boundary issues when they began their groups and referred to them if needed. 












first group meetings (i.e., meetings on June, 30, July, 7, July, 14), all addressed 
confidentiality and five of them clearly stated group guidelines. By analyzing the content 
of the COF, training and debriefing meetings, undoubtedly, taught the use of short 
statements when responding to students, which was one of the most complicated skills 
that also had multiple purposes (i.e., checking for accuracy, reflecting a feeling, 
summarizing, paraphrasing). Although every camp counselor was recognized as being 
able to use short statements, the results showed that different camp counselors used short 
statements to serve different purposes and did not represent any particular pattern of 
camp counselors from different backgrounds. 
Among the 27 camp counselors who were observed, six were identified as 
“exemplary” (i.e., overall evaluation rating was 5), 13 were identified as “surpasses 
requirements” (i.e., overall evaluation rating was 4), seven were identified as “meet all 
requirements” (i.e., overall evaluation rating was 3), two were identified as “does not 
consistently meet requirements” (i.e., overall evaluation rating was lower than 2) by the 
two observers. The results revealed that 25 of the camp counselors were able to 
demonstrate the group facilitating skills to facilitate their groups smoothly, which was 
also interpreted as meaning that they had met the expectations of the small-group 
affective curriculum model. Among the 25 camp counselors, 13 had never received any 
training with small group work, seven had received similar training in the similar small-
group affective curriculum modal the previous year, and five had received school 
counseling training. It is noticed that one camp counselor with school counseling training 
was identified as “meet all requirements,” when the four others were identified as “is 












training, they still need to receive training on how to prepare to facilitate a small group 
discussion with international and domestic high-ability students in the summer 
enrichment program. For the two who were identified as “does not consistently meet 
requirements,” they were two male camp counselors in different sub-programs. Although 
they were able to show some different skills (e.g., used active listening skills, used short 
statements when responding to students), they shared three common characteristics, 
including not introducing the topic adequately, demonstrating a limited understanding of 
the topic when they facilitated the discussion, and not managing their groups adequately. 
In other words, they did not structure their group as a meaningful meeting and did not 
stay on the topic of the small-group affective curriculum model. All together, this may 
reflect that lay people without previous training in group work were able to learn these 
group facilitating skills through the training and debriefing meetings of the small-group 
affective curriculum model. However, it was also important for these camp counselors to 
accept the idea that the small group discussion was not just a hang out session. Instead, 
these sessions served as a planned curriculum. If the camp counselors could accept this 
idea, they would be more willing to spend their time in understanding the 
psychoeducational information of their topics, thus enabling them to introduce it to their 
group. Understanding psychoeducational information was also one of the key 
components of a typical debriefing meeting. Regardless of if these camp counselors met 
the expectation as effective group facilitators, the qualitative description of the camp 














The analyses of the qualitative description of the COF provided a portrait of what 
happened within these small group discussions, which can help readers interpret the final 
assertions made from interview data. It is noted that the observation results should be 
understood as a whole and not be used to judge whether a specific group was effective. 
Based on the observations, I listed the strengths and weaknesses I found in the groups 
that were facilitated by camp counselors and provided examples of each in Table 2 and 
Table 3. Additionally, I listed other findings in Table 4. These other findings revealed the 
characteristics of the summer program, the particular issues observed, and unexpected 














grade students met six times during one session (two weeks). The groups were observed 
at different points of their group meetings, which may show different characteristics.  As 
Tables 2, 3, and 4 show, the positive and not positive observations happened regardless 
of gender, time during the meeting, or subprogram. One camp counselor may be 
identified as showing one positive strategy but also one not positive interaction. This was 
expected, as 22 of 27 camp counselors were without any professional training in group 
work prior to the summer program. However, it is very encouraging that the observations 
revealed that all camp counselors had created at least one positive interaction for their 
group members. None of them were observed without at least one positive interaction.       
Summary of the Observation Results 
In general, all camp counselors applied these basic skills in their groups (e.g., 












they all tried to help students stay within the group for the full hour of group discussion. 
However, considering the group dynamics, an effective group was the one in which all 
members could focus their conversation on the topic the majority of the time and discuss 
the topic thoroughly. An effective camp counselor was identified as one who can help 
their group go beyond the surface meaning of the topic and build the conversation, 
including encouraging them to share, helping them find similarities, and making 
connections among group members. The camp counselors and the attribution of the group 
members contributed to the atmosphere of the group. For example, there were many shy 
and quiet girls in one of the 7th to 8
th
 grade, female groups. In the one-time observation, I 
observed that the female camp counselor needed to use extra effort to encourage the 
students to share. Another example was that the students in a 5th to 6
th
 grade, male group 
shared their opinions where the camp counselor was recognized as someone who was not 
well prepared. In fact, a talkative group member became the person who encouraged 
others to share in place of the camp counselor. The personalities of the students 
influenced the group dynamics. Additionally, some international students with limited 
oral English abilities also influenced the flow of the group because they needed to take 













Table 1. How Group Skills were Applied in Small Group Discussions According the 
Checklist Observers Used the Purdue COF 
 
 
Attribution of the Camp Counselors  









































6 6 8 8 12 5 5 
Confidentiality 
 
4 1 3 3 5 2 3 
Demonstrated 
understanding 
of the topic 
 
8 8 9 12 13 5 7 
Go around 
 





6 7 8 9 12 5 6 
Poised enough 
 
8 7 9 12 12 5 6 
Set boundary 
 




9 9 9 14 13 5 7 





 grade new camp counselor without school counseling training was unable to be 
observed on his use of skills because he facilitated the group in Spanish and the observer 
did not speak Spanish. 
The number of the column represented the camp counselors used the skill at least once 












Table 2. The Strengths of the Small Group Discussion 
Strengths Quotes from COF Context 
The facilitator and 
group members 
show respect to 
each other 
Showed support for group member who didn't 
feel well & almost cried. Mutual respect 
evident 











The confidentiality must be addressed 
previously because one student stated it during 
this session. What's said here, stays here 






, male group 
The facilitators 
were able to 
encourage students 
to share 
Anna was well-prepared for group.  She spend 
adequate time for discussions without it 
becoming bogged down - she kept it moving 
forward 
The second 





, female group 
The facilitators 
were able to build 
meaningful and 
rich conversation 
based on what the 
student shared 
Mark found "self" was repeated as a bad 
influencer from different people. He pointed it 






male group  
The students felt 
safe to express 
their emotion in the 
group discussion 
and the facilitator 
responded 
appropriately 
A student cried because when they talked 
about what your dad see you, he said “I didn't 
know him enough.” Louis didn't overreact. He 
said “I am sorry to hear it.” 











She read beforehand and made a summarized 
cheat sheet for herself 
 
 











Andy had 7 Chinese boys in his group who 
spoke limited English. He was very patient 
and tried to work one-on-one with "needy" 
students.  Andy's kind demeanor helped group 
members to treat each other well 
The second 



















Table 2 Continued. The Strengths of the Small Group Discussion 
Strengths Quotes from COF Context 
The facilitators' 
skills of group 
management were 
adequate 
Lily did a good job bringing the group back to 
the topic when they went off on a tangent 
 
The second 










Nice debriefing after the activity (0-10 
describe yourself statements) 
 




















Table 3. The Weakness of the Small Group Discussion 
Weakness Quotes from COF Context 
The majority of the 
conversation was 
between the 
facilitators and the 
students instead of 
among the students 
It seems the interaction only happened 













their own critical 
opinions 
“Just live in the moment, but keep your 
grades up. ”- advice giving may not be as 
helpful as you might think.  - “Parents make 
decisions because they want to take the 
pressure off of you... ”(One group member 
even disagreed with you.)   
The third 








The facilitators could 
spend more time to 
prepared for the topic 
Matt did not seem prepared for group.  He 
had to read (to himself) the lesson before 
leading the group.  No warm-up activity 
The first 








should be more 
enthusiastic to be 
engaged in the group 
discussion 
Christ seemed distracted, even disengaged 
from time to time. He would ask one of the 
boys a question or what his response was to a 
worksheet question, but then allow others to 
jump in or interrupt 
The third 







The facilitators could 




I would have liked for Jason to ask more 
probing questions after students' brief 
sharing because a more in-depth, rich 
discussion could have occurred.  The 
majority of the time involved students 
sharing responses, but not really talking 
about any of them, exploring them, or really 
making connections between group members 
The third 








The facilitators could 
use the time to finish 
the worksheet more 
effectively 
The group took more than 10 minutes to 
finish the worksheet.  During that time there 
was no interaction.  The students randomly 
talked to each other and Calvin seemed to 
check out 
The forth 







The facilitators could 
be more sensitive in 
responding to the 
reactions of students  
[A dominator was in the group] some girls 
are more quiet. A Native American girl, the 
only Native American in the group, seems to 
want to share in the beginning, but [the 
facilitator did not notice] then, she zoned out 
The first 



















Table 4. The Other Findings of the Small Group Discussion 
Other Findings Examples Context 
During the small group 
discussion, students 
would like to ask 
questions related to 
program schedules and 
activities 
The group members sometimes asked 
unrelated things [and these questions were 
related to program schedule]. Mark needs 
to ask them to get back to the topic 
 
 







The locations of 
meetings were not the 
best choices for 
discussion  
Earhart lounge was too noisy (could hear 
air hockey in hallway).  Not having a 
"safe" place to express feelings/thoughts 
may prevent members from bonding & 
expressing what they truly feel/think   
The forth 






The facilitators faced 
the challenge of the 
language barriers 
Many side talk in Chinese.  One student 
spoke in English and a Chinese student 
helped translate.  Language barriers are 
very obvious in the group. Two native 
English speakers look very confused when 
the Chinese students shared 
The forth 





, male group 
Sometime, a positive 
group conversation 
seemed to happen 
naturally and was not 
influenced by how the 
facilitators did 
The rich conversation came naturally 
because of what students discussed about 
the fear of transitioning to college. 
Sometimes, I didn't see many supporting 
strategies, but Owen let the students lead 
the direction of the conversation, which 
was good 
The second 







Sometimes, the groups 
took more time to warm 
up than expected 
They warmed up slowly, but shared a lot 
later (one boy cried when he shared 
something)  







The more the 
facilitators recognized 
the needs of the English 
learners, the more 
effective of the group   
Hanna allowed the Chinese students to 
work in pairs on the worksheet, but 
encouraged them to pay attention during 
group discussion. Hanna provided an 
example of the coloring activity which was 
very helpful for group members to refer to 
- it helped them know what to do 







Providing a translator in 
group may influence 
the group dynamic 
negatively 
The translator actually increased the 
difficulty because these two Colombia 
students didn't interact with the others 
(they talked to the translator) 


















Appendix I Theoretical Memos 
I.1 Researchers’, interviewers’, and observers' biases 
Researchers’ biases  
As a person who helped design the small group affective curriculum model, my 
first and main bias might be my expectation to see positive effects of the small group 
affective curriculum model. This possible bias might influence the interview process and 
data analysis. Thus, I designed the study from a discovery-oriented perspective and when 
I interviewed the camp counselors and high-ability students, I also told them this model 
was under revision, and that we wanted to improve the model so please gave us their 
feedback. 
I have been the summer residential program counseling coordinator for two years. 
My jobs include but are not limited to affective curriculum, counselor recruitment, 
residential life supervision, staff team building, program management, counselor 
evaluation, and troubleshooting. My identity, as a program staff member involved in the 
residential life aspect, helped me become a participated observer and I was able to get an 
insider's perspective to view what had happened in the program. However, I sensed that 
my understanding of these camp counselors might influence me when I interviewed them 
and interpreted the data. If someone was familiar with the program, I was able to ask 
some particular questions to specific camp counselors based on what I observed in the 
program. This approach increased the richness of data but may influence what data I 
collected. To help counteract the biases, I decided to interview all camp counselors 
myself and tried to interview as many as camp counselors as I could so that the quality of 












whole group. There were total 28 camp counselors in the 2014 summer program. 
Twenty-four camp counselors agreed to be interviewed. I interviewed them all and one 
was interviewed twice because he found me after the first interview and expressed he had 
a second thought and wanted to share it. Additionally, I conducted the interviews at the 
time that these camp counselors may have felt less anxious about their job status. I 
interviewed all after the second part of their working contracts. Among them, five Comet 
camp counselors were interviewed after their contract ended and another eight Star and 
Pulsar camp counselors were interviewed in the last week. I also kept all questions as 
open-ended as possible and addressed both positive and negative effects so that camp 
counselors could feel less stressed if they wanted to express negative feelings about the 
affective curriculum model. Meanwhile, when I analyze the data, I plan to ask researchers 
who are familiar with qualitative research and gifted education but did not know these 
camp counselors to use the axial code schema to double code the cases. The step was 
used to establish credibility and to balance my biases. My advisor Sidney Moon served as 
my mentor in the research process. We will have frequent debriefings and she will help 
critique early drafts of the research report.  
Interviewers’ bias 
There were three different kinds of students interviewed in this study. First, were 
the returning Native American students’ (NA) interviews, which were conducted when 
the GERI research team was on-site visiting in April and May of 2014. The research team 
had interviewed 22 returning high-potential Native American students, including 11 Diné, 
6 Ojibwe, and 5 Lakota students. The response rate of each nation’s students were similar. 












interviewed four and I interviewed five students. Before the on-site visitation, I 
conducted a brief training session with these research members. I explained the research 
purpose and particularly mentioned that the terms, small group and counseling group, 
were used in the program to refer to the small group discussion affective curriculum. I 
encouraged them to use these two terms in the interview to help these returning students 
understand what we were trying to discuss. The length of the majority of these interviews 
with returning students ranged from 4:38 to 13:00 and one exception was 16:13. Five 
interviews were shorter than six minutes and they were all conducted by different 
researchers. The reason behind it may be because these students may not remember what 
happened last year and were unable to provide very much detail for some questions.  
The second group was the 66 students interviews, 26 COMETs, 13 STARs, and 
27 Pulsars, which were conducted in English during the program in July of 2014. Two 
interviews, a female graduate student (J) and I, conducted these 66 interviews. J taught 
two different courses during the program and was an administrative staff member who 
was in charge of the preparing of the classroom supplies. Thus, some students may have 
known J was someone who worked in the program but the majority of students did not 
know her. Meanwhile, for these high-ability students, my self-identity was close to an 
authority figure in the program. Many of them may have seen me talk to their camp 
counselors and answer questions, although I usually did not interact with students directly. 
Both interviewers, the female graduate student (J) and I, can be viewed as people with 
considerable knowledge of the program. When the interviewees mentioned some specific 
terms, we understood what they meant and if needed, we could ask questions to clarify 












COMETs, 10 STARs and 25 PULSARs and I interviewed 17 students, including 12 
COMETs, three TARs and two PULSARs. I have paid great attention to interviewing 
students from different subprogram so I can develop a sense of if there were any potential 
differences when interviewers tried to arrange interviews among different subprogram. I 
did not find any logistic difference of arranging interviews among three subprograms. To 
evaluate the differences between the interviews done by J and those done by me, I first 
compared the length of interview. The majority interviews completed by J ranged from 
7:31 to 16:36 minutes. She also conducted a particular short one 6:17 with a COMET 
student and three long interview (i.e.,18:51, 24:01,25:09). Those done by me ranged from 
8:17 to16:36 minutes. These three participants of the long interviews done by J were two 
fifth year and a seventh year returning students. Thus, the reason behind the long 
interview may have been caused by the participants instead of interviewer. Someone who 
works as a professional helped transcribe all of the English interviews. I will examine if 
there is other differences existing later. After I use axial code to code all cases, I plan to 
examine if there are any themes that only emerge from her interviews or mine. 
The third group was the 12 Chinese student interviews, 11 STARs and 1 Pulsar, 
which were conducted in Chinese during the program in July of 2014. To ensure that 
international Chinese students’ parents who speak limited English can understand the 
study better as well as being able to understand and sign the consent form, I provided a 
recruitment letter and the parents’ consent form in Chinese versions before the program. 
During the program, I also found the Chinese students with limited English ability. Since 












interviews. The length of interviews ranged from 8:20 and 18:59. The interviewer's bias 
of third group is similar to the second group.  
Someone who works as professional helped transcribe all the English interviews, 
including all camp counselors' interviews and all students interviews. I transcribed the 
Chinese interviews. Since the interview protocols are similar, I will use the same coding 
scheme to code these 12 Chinese interviews. I will also ask someone who is fluent in 
Chinese and English to help me check the accuracy when I translate the Chinese data to 
English. 
Observers' Biases 
I have designed a Counselor Observation Form (COF) to enable a formal and 
uniformed collection of observational data. The professional trainer helped check if the 
content of the protocol fit the content of the training before the observation form was 
used. I invited an experienced school counselor, K, to help the observations. K was a 
program assistant coordinator. She interacted mainly with the teaching staff members and 
with the camp counselors in several big meetings and during training. Her identity could 
be viewed as an authority figure for these camp counselors although she did not directly 
supervise them. However, since she did not interact directly with students, her identity 
could be viewed as a stranger although some students may still have recognized her 
because they saw her around the program.  
Before K and I used the COF, we discussed the format of the form and how we 
would rate it. Each camp counselor was scheduled to be observed once. During the 
program, one counselor observed by K was observed not performing sufficient skills to 












met with this particular counselor to discuss the issues he faced and what he could to do 
to address these issues. Then, I observed how he facilitated his group one more time. 
Thus, we had total 28 observation results and each observation was approximately 50 
minutes. To understand the observer’s bias, I interviewed K. The interview was 26:59. I 
asked her about her expectations before she observed, if anything surprised her during the 
observation, and her overall impression she had of the small group discussion after the 
observation. This interview helped me to understand her perspective. I plan to analyze 













I.2 Data collection and Data Analysis Plan 
Data Collection 
As a program residential coordinator, I recognized that the summer residential 
program is an intensive experience for the student participants, the temporary staff 
members (i.e camp counselors) and the GERI administrative staff members (e.g., 
coordinators, professional trainer, institute director). Every year, the program creates its 
own rhythm based on who participates in the program that year, which is unpredictable. 
After class, there are always fun activities, students’ informal meetings, and staff 
scheduled meetings that happen throughout the program. Thus, how to effectively collect 
data became a challenge in such a fast-paced program. Additionally, there are different 
recourses of data in this study, which increased the richness of the data and allowed me to 
triangulate them but also brought along the challenge of data management. When I 
designed the data collection plan, I noticed that when I collected the data may influence 
the data. It may not cause essential differences between two data points but an 
observation collected on the first day of the program may reflect a different group 
dynamic from an observation collected at the end of the program. To handle this 
challenge, I followed several disciplines to collect the data for this study.  A holistic 
schedule of data collection is listed in Table 1.  As the table showed, the same recourse of 
data was collected at different times and I collected different types of data in similar 
points.  
These disciplines included: 
 Continuing. I tried to collect the same type of data in each of the different points. 












 Balance. I tried to collect data as much as possible and paid attention to 
collecting data from these special groups (e.g., international students, scholarship 
students). This strategy helped me to hear different voices. 
 Involved. I made sure I involved all different kind data collection activities (e.g., 
I interviewed students from different subprograms) to get a comprehensive 
perspective of data. 
 Video recording. I scheduled myself to join all training and debriefing meetings, 
my role in these meeting was a participated observer.  I recorded all meetings 
because, during the program sometimes, I had schedule conflicts and needed to 
do crisis intervention. With all of the meetings recorded, I was able to take field 









Table 1. Data collection schedule  
 
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 
29 CI/SI/PI check-in 
 
* Counselor training 
9:30-11:30 ,1:00—
4:00(video) 
30     CI/SI/PI 
        





1     CI/SI/PI 
 




2.     CI /SI/PI 
  
CI 1:30 (video)  
CI  Observation*2 
 
CI interview*2 (after the 
meeting) 
3       CI/SI/PI 
 SI  1:30 (video) 
PI 2:30 (video) 




4     CI/SI/PI 
        
CI 1:30 (video) 
CI  Observation*2 
 CI interview*11 
SI interview*2 
CI two student surveys 
(all) 
5      SI/PI   
  CI Check out  
SI  Observation*2  
PI 









7     CII/SI/PI 
SI 1:30 (video) 
 PI 2:30 (video) 
CII  Observation*2  
SI  PI  
Group facilitator 
interview*1 
8    CII/SI/PI 
  
 
9   CII/SI/PI 
 











11  CII/SI/PI       
                 
CII 1:30 (video) 
CII   
CII, SI, PI two student 
surveys (all) 
12  CII/SI/PI 




13 SII/PII check-in 
 
14    SII/PII 
        
SII  
PII Observation*2  
15    SII/PII 
 
SII Observation*2  
PII   
Group facilitator 
interview*2 





17    SII/PII 
        
SII 1:30 (vide)  
PII2:30 (video) 
SII  
PII Observation*2  
18     SII/PII 
        





19  SII/PII 
 










21    SII/PII 
SII 1:30 (video) 
PII2:30 (video) 
SII  Observation*1 
PII Observation*1  
22    SII/PII 





23   SII/PII 
        
 
  
24    SII/PII 




25    SII/PII 





26  SII/PII 
Check out 
Note. CI, CII, SI, PI, SII, and PII referred as students' subprograms and sessions.. 
SAT, JUNE 28  
Counselor training 9:30-11:30 Staff Training 1:00—4:00 












Data Analysis Plan  
The affective curriculum model was displayed as in Figure 1. First, I tried to 
investigate what content of training and debriefing these group facilitators received (i.e., 
the upper layer of the model). The resources of data I had for this part are videos, training 
materials, and interviews with professional trainer (i.e., Dr. Jean Peterson). I will take 
field notes when I watch these videos and analyze the training materials, the results will 
be compared and contrasted with the analysis of the interviews with Jean. The final result 
of the analysis will reflect what the professional trainer thought important in the training 
and debriefing and what she really provided. The Counselor Observation Form (COF) 
was developed based on what skills Jean thought important for a group facilitator to 
facilitate in an effective group. Thus, these field notes will also be used to compare the 
content of COFs.  This part of the results would be reported as a narrative description 
with bullet points, which illustrate what skills were included in training. A comparison 
will also be provided.  
Second, group facilitators' perspectives of training and support approaches is also 
a research interest. I have interviewed them and collected 14 Affective Curriculum 
Feedback Forms (counselor version). I will use a qualitative approach to interpret the data. 
Third, I want to know what happened in the group meetings. I have 28 
observation results. I will analyze the quantitative and qualitative results of the 
observations to evaluate the overall quality of group meetings in the program and 
investigate if there were any differences among groups that were caused by systematic 












Forth, I want to know the students’ and camp counselors' perspectives of 
incorporating the small group affective curriculum model in the program and how they 
interpreted their experience with the affective curriculum model. The resources of data 
for this part included student interviews, camp counselor interviews and results of two 
student surveys (i.e. Affective Curriculum Feedback Form_ student version, After Class 
Learning Experience Feedback Survey). I will analyze the surveys first to investigate 
how the students, as a whole group, perceived the affective curriculum model. The results 
of the surveys will be reported. Then, I will use a qualitative approach to analyze the 
students' and camp counselors' interviews. I will use Strauss and Corbin 's (1990) open 
code, axial code, selective code, and Miles and Huberman's (1994) inductive and cross-
case analytic approach.  Participants' backgrounds (e.g., camp counselors' previous 
backgrounds, students' race) and characteristics of groups (e.g., gender, age) will be 













I.3 Data Analysis: Interview before Training, COF, and Training 
First, I analyzed the pre-program interview with Person. During the interview, I 
focused on what her educational beliefs were, what she learned in 2012 and 2013, and 
what she wanted to do for the upcoming 2014 training. The Counselor Observation Form 
(COF) was developed based on what skills Peterson thought most important for group 
facilitators to work on in an effective group. The COF was developed prior to the 
program. Thus, the two pieces together could be viewed as the goal of what Peterson 
wanted to accomplish through the training. I watched the training videos and took field 
notes about what Peterson did, and used the same open code schema to code those field 
notes (Corbin & Strauss 2007). This helped me examine if Peterson did what she had 
wanted to do, and, if there was something pertinent to facilitating an effective group that 
she was unable to incorporate into the training. Generally speaking, throughout the 
morning training,. Peterson let the camp counselors self-reflect on who they were active 
listening and let the veterans share their experiences. Next, she taught and had them 
practice, non-verbal posture, and short statement skills with peers. She also processed the 
skills practice experience once each activity was completed and ended the training by 
reading her power point. During the afternoon training, Peterson started with about an 
hour-long lecture that focused on explaining how to set up the small groups. She also 
used her power point and the camp counselors' folders as training materials. She taught 
the camp counselors how to prepare a group meeting through the reading of her book 
prior to the meeting, and then, using the activity sheets—if they had one for that day’s 
topic. Then, Peterson led the camp counselors in small group discussion practice for 












look like and Peterson also had them process their small group experience. Below are 
some interesting pieces and thoughts I noticed during the analysis process of the training 
elements: 
 In the interview, Peterson said that she though the small group discussion could 
be viewed as a structured social activity and that it was particularly important in 
helping shy students or children with Asperger's syndrome to interact with others 
in the summer program. 
 In the interview, Peterson said that she viewed debriefing as a way to check the 
results of the training and served as an opportunity to model how to conduct small 
group discussions. 
 During the training, Peterson not only trained the camp counselors on what they 
should do, but also on what they should not do. For example, she reminded them 
not to say certain statements and that they don't have to try to fix anything. 
  During the training, Peterson explained to the camp counselors that there is no 
particular goal they have to reach. 
 Although there were many skills Peterson wanted to teach the camp counselors 
(see the skills listed on the COF) in the training, the camp counselors seemed to 
only truly practice active listening, non-verbal posture, and short statements in 
pairs. Other skills were taught or demonstrated by Peterson.  
 Through the comparison of the training and the COF, providing short statement 
seemed to be the most difficult skill because the short statements can be formatted 













The next step of data analysis is to analyze the debriefings and to identify the 












I.4 Data Analysis: Debriefing 
I used the similar open code schema of training element to code the debriefing but 
added on codes particular related to debriefing (e.g., what Peterson wanted to do in the 
debriefing , what Peterson did in the debriefing). I analyzed the videos of the debriefing 
meeting based on the type of debriefing meetings not the time order of the meetings. The 
difference was the first meetings of the second group with the S group and P group camp 
counselors were analyzed before the last meeting of the second group with the C group 
camp counselor. The code schema was built after the analysis of the first meetings of the 
first group of each subprograms (CI, SI, PI), no new code was created after it.    
Below are some interesting piece and thoughts I notices in the analysis process of 
the debriefing element: 
 Peterson conducted debriefing with fewer camp counselors each time. The 
interaction and discussion between Peterson and camp counselors are more. 
 I found the debriefing was more “focus” and “case-oriented”, compared to 
training. 
 In the first meeting of each subprograms (CI, SI, PI), Peterson explained the 
important of the debriefing meeting. 
 Comparing the atmosphere of the first debriefing of the first group of each 
subprogram (CI, SI, PI), I observed the P group camp counselors demonstrated 
more confidence in leading small groups than the other two subprograms when 
they reported what they did in debriefing. Peterson observed that the C group was 
the most adhering to the schedule and to the curriculum (0703 interview). It may 












older and among seven Pulsar camp counselors, three of them have school 
counseling training,  four of them were veterans and one was the RA in the dorm . 
Thus, they may have more autonomy in running the group. It may be also because 
of the group dynamic. C group was framed in a more structured way than older 
groups. All the activity are mandatory for C group students. The C group students 
were expected to be certain place at certain times. 
 In the first meeting of each subprogram, one thing I notice is that Peterson 
mentioned the importance of the psychoeducational information. She also said 
that she needed to emphasize the important of using the psychoeducational 
information (0703 interview).   
 The research influenced the attitude of Peterson and Camp counselors. The 
influence is not obviously in the training but I can sense it in the debriefing at 
each subprogram because the camp counselors talked about the observation and 
Peterson also mentioned about the research in the debriefing meetings and in the 
interview. 
 The debriefing meetings were not trouble-shooting because sometimes, there was 
no trouble. Peterson let the camp counselors to share what they have done. 
Peterson also kept reminding them to share what they felt good about their group. 
Check what happened in the group and provide feedback seems to two main goals 
of the debriefing meetings.   
 Although sometimes, the camp counselors would bring some topics and issues 












attention to make sure everyone have opportunity to report what happen in their 
group.   
 The sharing in the debriefing was not limited in small group discussion. 
Sometimes, the camp counselors shared what happened in their groups but the 
issues may be outside of group discussion time.    
 In additional to asking advice, the camp counselors also shared what they have 
done in the small group discussion positively and how they have done to respond 
a particular student in their group.    
 Each debriefing meeting slicked on the timeframe, about 50 to 55 minutes.  
 Almost in each debriefing, Peterson let the camp counselors took turns to report 
what they did and experienced in their group.  
 In the last meeting of CII and SII, Peterson lead self-reflected discussions to help 
these camp counselors process what they have done and their dual roles. 
 Peterson self-reflected that although she viewed herself with kind of a specialist in 
diversity in schools, but this is different because you are dealing with an 
international mix (0721 interview). Her self-reflection also supported that sharing 













I.5 Final Thoughts on Member Checking 
There were three adult participants who helped me conduct member checking 
from April to July of 2015, the final stage of the dissertation writing. I got their feedback 
before I wrote the discussion chapter. I have incorporated their feedback in the final data 
analysis and reporting of results. Overall, their feedback supported my interpretation. 
This theoretical memo is a self-reflection to respond to their feedback. Through member 
checking, I learned three key lessons.  
The Importance of Mindset 
One adult admitted that small-group discussions were not his favorite part of the 
summer program. His initial thought was that investing camp counselors' energy and time 
in the recreational activities (i.e., activities and challenge points) was the best use of their 
time in the program. He said “the most exciting times were the evening activities. This is 
when counselors really got to know, learn from, and mentor the campers—whether it be 
during activity time or whatnot, as counselors we were able to help the campers develop 
in a social atmosphere.” This statement appeared that we, he and I, both agreed that, in 
the summer program, at least some high-ability students needed to have the scaffolding to 
be able to interact with others positively. Before the implementation of the affective 
curriculum in 2012, the evening study session and the recreation activities had been 
included in the summer camp for years. The program staff members cancelled the 
evening study session in 2011, but kept the recreation activities. One camp counselor 
who was a camper from 2005 to 2012 said, “[in the past] there were some other students, 
that I am remembering, they did not get to know other people from your group as well as 












specific positive influences on social interaction, they needed more opportunities to build 
relationships. The findings of this study supported that the participation of the small-
group discussion was an effective approach to help students develop relationships. 
Additionally, these camp counselors were temporary staff members although some of 
them may have worked in the summer program for several years. This was probably not 
long enough time for them to understand why we have to include the affective 
intervention in the program. This might influence their willingness to learn the skills and 
to facilitate the group.  
However, after reading all of the findings, including the outcomes and reflections, 
this camp counselor said, “Finally, I have concluded that regardless of how I personally 
feel about the counseling sessions, this research has shown me that these small group 
meetings truly benefit many of the campers.” Then, he turned his focus to how we have 
known the affective intervention is important and have decided to conduct it, what we 
could do to make the training better and use the time more effectively. This supported 
one of the assertions: it is important to generate an appropriate mindset in the camp 
counselors beforehand as well as offer enough training and support for them throughout 
the program. This mindset influences how people view a challenge and which direction 
they will go to find the solutions. The result and member checking revealed that my 
educational beliefs regarding the importance of the affective intervention may be one of 
the key factors that influenced the effectiveness of the affective intervention. It reminds 
me that it is also very important to advocate for high-ability students, as they are part of 
the whole group of adolescents but they may have different social and emotional needs 












The Influence of the Context 
A lot of conversation on the member checking was related to the context, such as 
scheduling issues, group size, and culture issues. This is not a perfect affective 
intervention. Instead, I designed an effective affective intervention that can function well 
in the diverse university-based summer residential enrichment program for gifted, 
creative, and talented youth. Moreover, the findings appeared that this type of affective 
intervention has potential for implementation in other summer programs to benefit even 
more students. It is important that when others plan to implement this type of affective 
intervention, they need to adjust the model to fit their contexts. The findings on the 
context through member checking also supported my choice of using DBR as the 
methodological framework. If this study is a qualitative study, I can find the outcomes of 
the intervention, but I might not find the influences of the context, which was an 
important finding of this study. 
The Remaining Questions 
After reading the findings, these three adult participants proposed several 
remaining interesting questions. These questions could be viewed as future research 
directions. The first one is the discussion topics, which was mentioned by all three. One 
asked, “Can the program focus on a particular theme each year to help make the topics 
more related from session to session, e.g. Understanding Yourself, Showing Kindness to 
Others etc.” The suggestions of topics should be examined further.  
Also, one asked about the experience of international students and Native 
American students. In this study, these Native American students were from three tribes, 












disadvantage backgrounds. It is important to investigate these two groups further, 
international high-ability students who participated in the summer program in the United 
States and the high-ability students from disadvantaged backgrounds in a diverse summer 
program. How did the multicultural component influence high-ability students? The 
majority of the research focused on the summer program for high-ability students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds. More studies related to experience in a regular summer 
program with both typical high-ability students and high-ability students from 
disadvantaged backgrounds are needed. It is also important to know how a summer 
program might tailor to the needs of these high-ability students from disadvantaged 
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